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Living Behind Bars?  
An Investigation of Gated Communities in New Tampa, Florida 
Scott E. Nonnemaker 
ABSTRACT 
 With protective gates and guard booths restricting access to their entrances, 
master-planned gated communities have become a dominant form of suburban 
development throughout much of the country. Many home builders, developers, and real 
estate companies promote gated communities as a developmental step towards the 
creation of a real-life utopia. However, many academics, like Karina Landman and 
Martin Schonteich (2002), argue that their existence simply marks a new chapter in the 
fragmentation and polarization of societies all across the world.  
 This study used a mixed methods approach to analyze the demographic makeup 
of individuals living in gated communities in New Tampa, Florida, as well as the 
different socio-economic motivations and perceptions which residents had regarding life 
within their respective community. The research questions for this study were grounded 
in the latest academic research and social theory surrounding gated communities, 
particularly the works of Setha Low (2003) and Theresa Caldeira (2000).  
 The three gated communities investigated in this study were Arbor Greene, 
Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton. Using demographic data obtained from structured 
questionnaires, this study found that these three communities were socio-economically 
 ix
homogenous with a large percentage of residents: (1) having a high median income; (2) 
being Caucasian; and (3) being married. Using data obtained from semi-structured 
interviews, this study found that the desire for security and the desire to maintain 
property values were the two most important considerations for residents when deciding 
to move into Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton. Additionally, for most 
informants, the perceptions of social practices and conditions in the three gated 
communities within the study area coincided with the desires and needs that these 
residents originally had when deciding to move into their respective community. 
 As Geography is the study of uneven social relations and spatial structures, these 
findings were used to fill gaps of knowledge which existed prior to this study with 
respect to gated communities in the Tampa Bay area, as well as to provide the discipline 
of geography with a more comprehensive understanding of how these communities in 
Tampa affect the conceptualization, negotiation, and access to space.  
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Chapter One 
 
Introduction 
 
 For anyone living in the United States today, it has become nearly impossible to 
drive down the road without passing a gated community. With protective gates and guard 
booths restricting access to their entrances, these master-planned communities have 
become a dominant form of suburban development throughout much of the country. 
Many home builders, developers, and real estate companies promote gated communities 
as a developmental step towards the creation of a real-life utopia. However, many 
academics, like Karina Landman and Martin Schonteich (2002), argue that their existence 
simply marks a new chapter in the fragmentation and polarization of societies all across 
the world. In addition, the restrictive boundaries surrounding these communities represent 
an ongoing attempt to separate and control the interaction between different races and 
economic classes. Finally, the construction of gated communities represents a fierce 
battle over the redistribution of increasingly scarce public resources. Will these resources 
be publicly controlled and disbursed, or privately consumed and managed? 
 Why have gated communities becomes so popular in many regions of the United 
States? What is so special about life within these communities, or so undesirable about 
the world outside of these communities, that individuals and families are voluntarily 
confining themselves inside of gates, fences, and walls? These types of questions 
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regarding gated communities have fueled research by academics in various disciplines, 
including anthropology, sociology, and geography. 
In the beginning of Behind the Gates: Life, Security, and the Pursuit of Happiness 
in Fortress America (2003), Dr. Setha Low, a professor of Anthropology at the City 
University of New York City, asked the following question about her sister who lived in 
a gated community: 
What is she doing living behind gates, with a guard who watches her coming and 
going on a video camera, and regulated by a thick book of rules dictating 
everything from the color of her Christmas tree lights to the size of her trash can 
(Low 2003, p. 6)? 
 
Why are individuals and families all across the country attracted to the kind of lifestyle 
which can be, or at least is perceived to be, found within the enclosed perimeter of gated 
communities? Finding the answer to this question has spawned a growing literature on 
gated communities. Likewise, attempting to provide answers to this question and related 
questions was the primary focus of this study. 
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Chapter Two 
Research Objectives 
The goal of this study was to obtain primary data through an investigation of  
residents living in the Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton gated 
communities, which are all located in Tampa, Florida. The data were then analyzed to 
uncover those socio-economic and socio-cultural issues which surround gated 
communities in the New Tampa area. In addition, the data were evaluated for any 
commonalities or differences between the study area and those areas which were used in 
other studies about gated communities. To that end, the following hypotheses were 
formulated regarding the three gated communities within the study area.  
1. The three gated communities within the study area will be socio-economically 
homogenous, with a high median household income; a high percentage of 
Caucasian residents; and a relatively high percentage of families with children 
living within the communities. 
 
2. Individuals living in the gated communities of Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, 
and Grand Hampton will perceive their respective communities to be safe; to 
be aesthetically pleasing, to maintain stable property values; and to have a 
strong sense of community feeling. 
 
3. The social push/pull factors most commonly cited by residents living in Arbor 
Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton as a reason for wanting to live 
in these gated communities will be: fear of crime, desire for seclusion, and a 
general sense of distrust of the ability of local governing bodies. 
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To test the validity of the above hypotheses, this research project attempted to answer the 
following questions within the context of the study area: 
• Are the gated communities of Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand 
Hampton demographically homogenous? 
 
• Do the residents’ perceptions of social practices and conditions in the 
three gated communities within the study area coincide with the desires 
and needs that residents originally had when deciding to move into their 
respective community? 
 
• What social push/pull factors exist to create a draw for individuals 
wanting to live in these three gated communities (i.e., fear, crime, desire 
for seclusion, socio-economic status, etc.)? 
 
It is important to note that in no way did this study use the term perception the 
way it is used in risk perception and hazards research. Instead, this study only used the 
term perception in its generic form as it is defined in the Oxford Dictionary, namely: 
 Perception -noun- 
1) The ability to become aware of something through the senses. 
2) The process of perceiving. 
3) A way of interpreting or understanding something. 
4) Intuitive understanding and insight. 
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Chapter Three 
Study Area 
The research site for this study was the New Tampa area, an incorporated part of 
the City of Tampa, which is located in the northern part of Hillsborough County, Florida 
(Map 3.1). More specifically, this study researched the “elite gated communities” 
(Blakely and Snyder 1997) of Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton (Map 
3.2).  
Map 3.1 A map of the study area in relation to the location of the city of Tampa, and 
other important municipalities and unincorporated communities in the county. 
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  Map 3.2 A map of the relative locations of the three gated communities in New 
Tampa 
 
 
A Brief History of Tampa 
 The city of Tampa was incorporated on January 18, 1849, and at the time had 
only 185 inhabitants (U.S. Census Office, 1854). During the late nineteenth century, 
Tampa became a major economic center for phosphate mining and cigar production. As a 
result, the railroad made its way to Tampa by 1885. During the Spanish-American War, 
the city was an embarkation point and training center for over 30,000 federal troops. 
Throughout the early part of the twentieth century, cigar manufacturing was the driving 
force of Tampa’s economy, with shipping and tourism becoming more economically 
important industries to the city after the Great Depression (http://www.tampagov.net, 
2007). In 1956, the University of South Florida was built, which sparked suburban 
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expansion in both the northern part of Tampa, as well as in the nearby municipality of 
Temple Terrace.  
The earliest types of gated communities in Tampa were developed in suburban 
areas in the form of retirement communities. Sun City Center was the first major planned 
retirement community in the Tampa Bay region, and was founded in 1962 by the Dell 
Webb Corporation (http://www.suncitycenter.com, 2007). Retirement communities, 
similar to Sun City Center, made up a large percentage of suburban developments in 
Hillsborough, Pasco, and Polk Counties prior to 1980. From 1970 to 2000, the population 
of the central City of Tampa increased by just 9% (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000). 
Conversely, during the same thirty year period, the population in the suburbs of Tampa 
increased over 209% (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000)! Such spatial discrepancies in 
population growth indicated that suburban growth was the dominant development pattern 
in Tampa after 1970.  
Spatial Distribution of Gated Communities in Tampa 
Some suburban areas located on Tampa’s periphery have existed almost as long 
as the city of Tampa itself. For example, Brandon was actually founded back in 1857. 
However, the suburban community’s population remained quite low until after 1980. By 
the year 2000, over 77,000 people lived in Brandon, and with an estimated population of 
88,657 in 2006, the suburb is currently the largest unincorporated community in the state 
of Florida (“American Community Survey”. U.S. Census Bureau, 2006). On the other 
hand, other suburban areas have only been in existence for a couple of decades. In 1988, 
a 24-square mile area of land in northern Hillsborough County was annexed by Tampa. 
This area would become known as New Tampa, and by 2000, grew to over 22,000 
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inhabitants (U.S Census Bureau, 2000). According to the New Tampa Community 
Council, by 2013, one-third of Hillsborough county’s residents will be living in New 
Tampa (http://www.newtampa.org, 2006).  
A major component of New Tampa’s growth has been the development of 
prestigious master-planned gated communities. The first suburban “elite” gated 
communities of Tampa, such as Hunter’s Green and Tampa Palms in New Tampa, 
became the models for the type of restricted and isolated communities which now 
dominate the suburban landscape of the region. According to Low (2003), as of 2003, 
gated communities accounted for over eighty percent of home sales of $300,000 or more 
in the Tampa suburbs. From 1990 to 2000, New Tampa’s population increased by 273% 
(Census Bureau, 2000). Moreover, the census tract which contains Hunter’s Green 
increased by an amazing 2,525% over the same ten year period (Census Bureau, 2000)! 
Arbor Greene 
 Arbor Greene is a 596 acre master-planned gated community located in the heart 
of New Tampa (http://www.arborgreene.com, 2008). The development originally 
consisted of thirteen different neighborhoods, four of which have their own privately-
gated entrances within the restricted-access community (Table 3.1). According to First in 
Real Estate Inc., a real estate company that operates specifically within the New Tampa 
area, as of 2005, the price of homes in Arbor Greene ranged from the $180,000’s to over 
$500,000. Construction of a fourteenth neighborhood consisting of multi-resident luxury 
carriage homes was completed within Arbor Greene in the summer of 2007. According to 
Lennar Homes and U.S. Home, as of 2007, the price of these carriage homes ranged from 
the $270,000’s to over $300,000.  
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A large community sign and lavish landscaping signal the main entrance to Arbor 
Greene (Fig. 3.1a). Access to the entire community is restricted by a gate and a staffed 
guard booth at the entrance (Fig. 3.1b). Exclusive amenities within the community 
include two swimming pools, eight lighted HarTru® tennis courts, ten neighborhood 
parks, a 7,000 square foot community center, a 3,400 square foot health center, and 90 
acres of lakes (Fig. 3.1c) (http://www.arborgreene.com, 2008).  
Arbor Greene is privately governed by the Arbor Greene Community 
Development District (CDD). This entity is responsible for maintaining community-wide 
improvements in the common areas of the master-planned development. These common 
areas include the roads, street lights, water and sewage lines, community amenities (i.e., 
clubhouse, tennis courts, swimming pools), and the entrance gate, guard house, and 
community sign (http://www.arborgreene.com, 2008). According to the Hillsborough 
County Property Appraiser’s website, as of January 2007, at the time of this study, there 
were 1011 single family homes privately owned within Arbor Greene.  
 
Table 3.1 The thirteen separate neighborhoods within Arbor Greene  
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Fig 3.1 (a) The sign at the main entrance of Arbor Greene 
 
                
               Fig 3.1 (b) The staffed guard house at the main entrance  
               of Arbor Greene 
 
                 
               Fig 3.1 (c) The clubhouse in Arbor Greene 
 
             Source: Author 
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Hunter’s Green: 
 Hunter’s Green, which was built in 1989, is a master-planned gated community of 
nearly 1,400 acres located in New Tampa off Bruce B. Downs Boulevard 
(http://www.huntersgreen.com, 2008). The development consists of 24 separate 
neighborhoods (Table 3.2), six of which are privately gated inside the larger community 
(Fig. 3.2a). According to First in Real Estate Inc., as of 2005, the price of homes in 
Hunter’s Green ranged from the $180’s to over $1,000,000.  
Exclusive amenities within the community include the Tennis and Swim Center, 
which includes an Olympic size lap pool, tennis courts, a fitness center, and an 18-hole 
golf course with an exclusive country club (http://www.huntersgreen.com, 2008). The 
main entrance to Hunter’s Green is marked by a large wall with the community’s name 
etched on it (Fig. 3.2b). Both the main and rear entrances to the community are restricted 
by a staffed guard house (Fig. 3.2c). Hunter’s Green is privately governed by The 
Hunter's Green Community Association, Inc., which is responsible for maintaining all 
common area property, administering controlled access, and enforcing deed restrictions 
and community rules (http://www.huntersgreen.com, 2008). According to the 
Hillsborough County Appraiser’s website, as of August 2006, there were 1469 single 
family homes privately owned within Hunter’s Green. 
Table 3.2 The twenty four separate neighborhoods within Hunter’s Green 
 
 12 
 
 
 
 
         Fig 3.2 (a) The entrance to Osprey Pointe, 1 of 6 privately gated  
                     neighborhoods within Hunter’s Green 
 
          
         Fig 3.2 (b)The sign at the main entrance of Hunter’s Green 
 
          
                     Fig 3.2 (c) The staffed guard house at the rear entrance  
         of Hunter’s Green 
          
Source: Author 
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 Grand Hampton 
 According to their community website, Grand Hampton is New Tampa’s latest 
master-planned gated community. The first home in the development was sold in May 
2004, and the community is expected to grow into ten separate neighborhoods (Table 3.3) 
consisting of about 1,100 homes upon completion (http://www.grandhampton.com, 
2009). According to the Hillsborough County Property Appraiser, as of January, 2007 
(when the data was collected for the study), there were 317 single family homes privately 
owned within the gated community. Grand Hampton is located on the southern side of 
County Line Road on the outer edge of the New Tampa area. The private road leading up 
to the main entrance to the community is surrounded by two lakes, each with a water 
fountain, and two large walls containing the community name (Fig. 3.3a). Access to the 
community is restricted by a staffed guard booth (Fig. 3.3b). At the time of the study, the 
development consisted of five exclusive neighborhoods, but, as stated above, was 
expected to eventually have as many as ten separate neighborhoods. According to First in 
Real Estate Inc., as of 2005, the price of homes in Grand Hampton ranged from the high 
$200’s to over $1 million.  
Exclusive amenities within the community include four lighted tennis courts, 
resort-style swimming pools including a waterslide, and an 8,300 square foot clubhouse 
(Fig. 3.3c). Moreover, Grand Hampton appears to be promoting nature and tranquility, as 
the community has set aside forested areas, acres of wetland preserves, and in the future 
plans to build a nature park and canoe outpost (http://www.grandhampton.com, 2009). It 
is important to note, however, that many of these amenities were still under development 
at the time of this study.  
 14 
 
 
 
 
Table 3.3 The ten separate proposed neighborhoods within Grand Hampton (as set 
forth by the Master Plan of Grand Hampton) 
 
 
      
     Fig 3.3 (a) The sign at the main entrance of Grand  Hampton 
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           Fig 3.3 (b) The staffed guard house at the main entrance of  
           Grand Hampton 
 
                     
           Fig 3.3 (c) The clubhouse in Grand Hampton; 
 
                                                                                  Source: Author 
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Chapter Four 
Literature Review 
 In order to properly investigate the various perceptions and socio-economic issues 
which surround the three specific gated communities within the study area, it is necessary 
to first review the relevant literature and develop a working theoretical framework for 
gated communities in general. This chapter reviewed and explored the relevant literature 
via several “extensive” (Sayer 1984, 1992, 2000) questions regarding various aspects of 
gated communities. Extensive questions attempt to develop a general understanding of 
the phenomena, while “intensive” questions investigate underlying causes and 
mechanisms surrounding the phenomena (ibid). Some of the extensive questions which 
will drive the literature review include:  
• When did the concept of gated communities begin, and in what geographic 
locations are these communities concentrated?  
 
• What are the general characteristics of gated communities?  
• What is the nature of self-governance in these types of communities?  
This extensive investigation of these types of questions contributed to the 
development of a firm theoretical and historical foundation of knowledge with respect to 
gated communities as a whole. To that end, I incorporated many of the theories and 
concepts outlined in this chapter into the empirical research conducted for the gated 
communities of Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton.  
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Gated Communities: A Definition 
The most noticeable characteristic of a gated community found in the literature is the 
gates, fences, and/or walls that restrict access into a development. In Behind the Gates 
(2003), Setha Low defines a gated community as: 
… a residential development surrounded by walls, fences, or earth banks covered 
with bushes and shrubs, and a secured entrance. In some cases, protection is 
provided by inaccessible land such as a nature reserve and, in a few cases, by a 
guarded bridge (Low, 2003, 12). 
 
Some communities have immense concrete walls surrounding their borders with a large, 
lavish cast-iron gate that swings open and shut with the passing of each automobile. 
Other developments are surrounded by an unassuming chain-link fence, and have a 
simple wooden arm for a gate to deter access to the community. In some communities, 
typically the wealthier ones, a driver must check in with a security guard before being 
granted access, while in other neighborhoods a key code must be entered or a card must 
be swiped to gain entrance. Gated communities can be ‘maximum security’ or ‘minimum 
security’, with the former signifying greater exclusivity and social status. The appearance 
and design of the physical barriers may vary from one community to another, but they all 
perform the same function of restricting access to public space. Roads, parks, and open 
spaces located inside the enclosures of gated communities are not readily accessible to 
individuals who do not live inside of the development. 
Gated Communities: A Brief History 
 Throughout human history, fences, walls, and barriers have been erected around 
public spaces. Fortifications around cities and settlements were designed as a source of 
protection for those individuals privileged enough to reside inside of them. As far back as 
300 B.C., Romans built walls around their settlements in Europe. Nobles in England 
 18 
 
 
 
 
placed fortified barriers around their palatial homes to protect themselves from the 
‘barbaric’ acts of the poor (Low, 2003). New York’s Tuxedo Park epitomized the type of 
gated communities that were first built in the United States. This exclusive development 
was a hunting and fishing retreat with a barbed-wire fence to restrict access (Low, 2003). 
For the most part, however, walls and gates were used exclusively to restrict space 
occupied only by royalty, the military, or the most elite in society. It was not until the 
creation of master-planned developments in the mid to late twentieth century that, for the 
first time, middle-class families were able live in homes that were surrounded by 
restrictive barriers. 
 In the United States, beginning in the 1960s, master-planned developments first 
took shape in the form of retirement communities. The majority of these early restricted 
access communities were built in the states of Florida, California, Texas, and Arizona. 
Early gated neighborhoods, however, were primarily designed and reserved for upper-
middle class and wealthy senior citizens and retirees. It was not until the mid to late 
1970s that urban developers started focusing on attracting middle and upper-middle class 
working individuals and families to these restricted-access sub-divisions. According to 
Setha Low (2001), gated communities became substantially more desirable by means of a 
shift in social, political, and economic policies which took place during the 1970s and 
1980s. During these years, the prioritization of free market and capitalistic values, along 
with the growing popularity of conservatism and populism ideologies, helped facilitate 
the production of a two-class system in the United States between the “elites” and the 
“common people” (Low, 2001). The creation of gated communities became a way for the 
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financially privileged to “control and patrol the urban poor” from within the safe confines 
of their fences and gates (Davis, 1990).  
 Moreover, the continued relocation of capital (Low, 2001) and de-
industrialization of urban centers, along with the continued development of interstates 
and beltways, helped increase the demand for the development of gated communities 
along the suburban periphery. As a result, the number of gated communities in the United 
States has grown exponentially over the last twenty years. In 1997, it was estimated that 
there were over 20,000 gated communities across the country (Blakely, 1997). 
Additionally, by 1997, it was believed that nearly eight out of every ten new housing 
development projects were gated (Blakely, 1997). By 1998, there were approximately 16 
million Americans (6% of all American households) living within the confines of gated 
communities (Low, 2003). Clearly, gated communities have become a significant if not 
yet dominant developmental design on the urban landscape. 
Gated Communities: Spatial Distribution 
 Edward Blakely argues that since the 1980s, gated communities have become 
ubiquitous throughout much of the United States (Blakely, 1997). Even areas in the 
northeastern part of the country have become common sites for gated communities. Gates 
were considered rare in Long Island, New York, prior to 1990. However, since the early 
1990s, older developments in this area, including single family homes, townhouses, and 
even condominium complexes, have been gentrified to include a surrounding fence and a 
guardhouse at the entrance (Low, 2003).   
 In a recent study, Tom Sanchez and Robert E. Lang (2002) investigated the 
regional variation in the percentages of households who live in gated communities in the 
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United States. Their goal was to use this empirical data to examine the spatial distribution 
of gated communities throughout the country. They found that, with 11.1% of households 
residing in gated communities, the western region of the United States had the highest 
percentage of households living in restricted access communities in the country. The 
southern region followed with 6.8% of households, the northeastern region came in third 
with 3.1%, and the Midwest came in last with only 2.1% (Low, 2003). Even though the 
western region of the United States contains the most gated communities, the empirical 
data show that neighborhoods with restricted access are found throughout most of the 
country.  
 Gated communities, however, are not limited to the United States. Countries in 
Latin America, Europe, Africa, and Asia are all beginning to construct their own 
variations of restricted access developments. For instance, in South Africa and Brazil, 
gated communities are viewed as a source of protection from urban violence (Low, 2003; 
Caldeira, 2000). In China, prestigious gated developments are being built to provide a 
luxurious and exclusive environment for the country’s emerging economic elites (Low 
2003). Many countries are incorporating their own culture and architectural designs into 
these gated communities. However, even though gated communities abroad may visibly 
look different than gated developments in the United States, the restrictive nature and 
functional requirements informing these developments remains the same regardless of the 
country geographic location, as evidenced in the studies conducted by Caldeira (2000) 
and Low (2003).  
 
 
 21 
 
 
 
 
Gated Communities: Different Classifications 
 The types of communities that erect walls, fences, or other physical barriers 
around their borders tend to be as diverse as the gates which block their front entrances. 
In other words, gated communities are subject to processes of internal spatial 
fragmentation and hyper-differentiation. For instance, more exclusive residential 
complexes generally are enclosed by high walls which obstruct any view into these 
communities. Conversely, more modest gated communities may only have simple chain 
link fences surrounding their perimeters. Since the 1990s, restrictive barriers have even 
become a common sight around the periphery of townhouse developments.  
In Fortress America: Gated Communities in the United States (1997), Edward J. 
Blakely and Mary Gail Snyder distinguish between three primary classifications of gated 
communities based on the needs of their residents. Their first category includes “lifestyle 
communities,” which use a gate to separate the outside world from the leisure activities 
taking place inside (Blakely and Snyder, 1997). Generally, these communities provide 
extensive amenities and services to their residents. Retirement communities, as well as 
golfing developments, are typical examples of “lifestyle communities.” 
Their second category includes “elite communities,” which emphasize prestige 
and distinction (Blakely and Snyder, 1997). These exclusive communities usually cater to 
high income individuals and families. In these developments, amenities and services are 
designed to fit the needs of business people constantly on the move, and generally 
include, but are not limited to, racquetball courts, on-site golf courses, a universal gym, a 
sauna or hot tub, and an on-site masseuse. These communities generally are enclosed by 
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high walls, and are completely isolated from the outside world, including from other 
gated communities which may share the same residential space. 
Blakely and Snyder (1997) identify the third type of gated communities as 
“security zones,” which use walls and fences as a protective barrier against the outside 
world (Blakely and Snyder, 1997). These communities usually contain modestly priced 
homes, and are located in areas that are perceived to be threatened by crime. Amenities 
and services, if they exist at all, are usually minimal in security zone communities. 
Restrictive barriers are usually built as a way to prevent crime and to protect the property 
values of the residents of these communities. An example of a security zone is the “city 
perch,” which is a fenced-in neighborhood located in the higher crime areas of a center 
city (Low, 2003). 
Gated Communities: Demographic Trends 
Gated developments, whether intentionally or not, have been found to foster 
demographically homogenous communities. Tom Sanchez and Robert E. Lang (2002) 
discovered two distinct demographic types of gated communities: those developments 
that consist of primarily white, financially secure homeowners; and those communities 
which are made up of mostly minority renters with modest to low incomes (Low, 2003). 
Much of the reason for this dissimilarity between communities lies in the fact that most 
master-planned developments are designed for individuals and families within particular 
income brackets. For example, home builders generally construct various models of 
homes in a certain community that are relatively similar in price, so that property values 
remain more consistent and stable. As a result, only individuals and families within a 
particular income bracket can afford to purchase these homes which are being built 
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throughout the entire community. This leads to the spatial concentration of specific 
economic classes in particular gated communities. On the macro-economic level, 
Sanchez and Lang (2002) argue that white households tend to have higher incomes than 
minorities, and, therefore, are more likely to reside within gated communities.  
It is important to note, however, some newer gated development projects have 
been planned to include homes built for different economic classes inside the same 
fenced-in area. This type of development is called “inclusionary zoning” (Calavita, 
2004), and is an attempt to deal with the perception of spatial and social polarization in 
housing policy. For example, at the time of data collection for this study, there was a 
development being built in Pasco County, Florida, called Wiregrass Ranch. The goal of 
this master-planned community was to include various housing types to cater to different 
socio-economic groups. Eventually, if the plan would have been carried out, Wiregrass 
Ranch would have had retirees, upper class individuals, and working class people all 
residing within the same fenced-in community, albeit in different sections of the 
development. However, in January, 2008, the master builder for this project backed out, 
instantly halting any further development for Wire Grass Ranch (Wiatrowski, 2008). 
Future empirical investigation will be required to see if such attempts at limited spatial 
integration will significantly reduce the demographic homogeneity that currently is found 
to characterize most gated communities throughout the United States. 
Gated Communities: Private Governance 
 Gated communities are a type of common interest development (CID). The State 
of California Department of Real Estate defines a common interest development as: 
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…a community which allows individual owners the use of common property and 
facilities, and provides for a system of self-governance through an association of 
the homeowners within the CID. (http://www.dre.ca.gov/cidinfo.htm) 
 
According to the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, the emergence of CIDs has resulted in 
a transition from traditional government control to management by privatized governance 
with regard to land use, design decisions, and the provision of basic goods and services 
(Ben-Joseph, 2004). Residents who live in CIDs tend to be in favor of private governance 
because it allows them to choose which bundle of goods and services should be included 
within their community. In addition, the fees that residents pay go towards goods and 
services which are directly used and enjoyed by the members of the community (Low, 
2003). Taxpayers, on the other hand, contribute funds to public goods and services from 
which they do not always directly benefit. The coexistence of government and private 
governance has not always occurred without problems, however. Power struggles have 
emerged between government departments and privatized governance institutions, as a 
result of gated communities creating a micro-scale level of governance operating 
increasingly autonomously beneath or beside existing government structures (Ben-
Joseph, 2004). This uneasy coexistence of government and governance has, in turn, 
created a confusing system of overlapping and competing urban authorities.  
While in some ways the coexistence of government and governance within a 
municipality has led to power struggles and tensions between the two entities, in other 
ways local and state governments have actually played a pivotal catalytic role in the 
development and expansion of both CIDs and privatized governance. The economic and 
fiscal benefits associated with the construction of CIDs tend to make them very attractive 
to state governments in need of revenue. Developers of CIDs want to make the most 
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profit possible, so they build communities that contain a higher density of homes than 
would normally be allowed under existing development codes. The ostensible reason 
behind this government exemption in enforcing land-use regulations comes from the 
added property taxes and other positive economic externalities that these highly dense 
communities provide a municipality. This increase in property taxes provides much 
needed revenue to financially-strapped local or county governments. In addition to 
increased revenue from extra property taxes, CID projects tend to shift many of the costs 
associated with development from local and state governments to private corporations 
and their customers, while still increasing revenue for governments through the collection 
of property taxes (Low, 2003). As a result, various economic factors make CIDs an 
attractive development practice for fiscally-strapped governments and municipalities.    
It is important to note, however, that even though many CIDs provide private 
services and amenities to their residents, people who live in these communities still use 
public infrastructure, services, and utilities on a daily basis. For example, residents of 
CIDs use local and county roads as they travel in/outside of the developments, as well as 
public utilities (i.e., water, electricity, sewage). Additionally, if crime does occur within 
most CIDs, the private security personnel employed by that respective community is 
generally limited in their abilities, and must often call in external law-enforcement 
officers, employed by the local government, to intervene. As a result, Carol Christensen 
argues that these communities, while marketed as self-sustaining and reformative, in fact, 
fail to live up to the claims made by developers and homebuilders, and are merely 
additional suburban bedroom developments, directly consuming and impacting the public 
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infrastructure surrounding these developments on a routine basis (cited in McKenzie, 
1994).  
Homeowners Associations in CIDs 
Homeowners Associations (HOAs) are the most popular institutional form of 
private governance. These associations are made up of the homeowners who live within 
CIDs. Only property owners can vote in elections, so renters end up having no say 
regarding issues pertaining to their community, or who holds office in the association. 
The primary responsibility of HOAs is to manage common areas, such as streets and 
parks, and to protect property values within the community (McKenzie, 1994). HOAs 
have the power to create rules and regulations which they feel best preserve the desired 
integrity and appearance of their respective communities. HOAs also have the ability to 
assess fines, levy liens on homes, and can actually file lawsuits against individual 
homeowners in the community who are delinquent in their HOA fees or who have 
violated certain rules and regulations (McKenzie, 1994). 
Community Development Districts in CIDs 
In addition to Homeowners Associations, many CIDs are also governed by 
Community Development Districts (CDDs). According to the Florida Senate Website, 
CDDs are local special-purpose government entities which were created as part of the 
Uniform Community Development District Act of 1980, and are currently authorized by 
Chapter 190 of the Florida statutes. The Arbor Greene Community Development District 
defines a CDD as:  
…an alternative method for planning, financing, acquiring, operating and 
maintaining community-wide infrastructure in planned communities. 
(http://www.arborgreene.org) 
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In essence, Community Development Districts were designed as a way to take much of 
the burden of providing additional community infrastructure to high-growth areas away 
from other local and state government departments. For example, the CDD for Arbor 
Greene sells bonds to pay for any amenities (i.e., clubhouse, swimming pools) or 
community beautifications (i.e., additional ponds) located within the sub-division 
(www.arborgreen.org). The homeowners who live within the district are then responsible 
for paying an equal proportion of the debt accrued from selling the bonds. A CDD fee is 
added to the homeowner’s annual property tax bill, and once the debt has been paid off 
the annual fee is removed. A CDD is only responsible for managing the common areas 
within its district. A Homeowner Association is still necessary to enforce the covenants, 
guidelines, and restrictions that apply to the privately owned individual lots within a CID
(www.arborgreene.org, 2008). 
Privileging Rules over a Sense of Community in CIDs 
In many ways, the nature of governance in CIDs is such that more importance is 
placed on rules than on facilitating a cohesive community environment. In Privatopia 
(1994), Evan McKenzie discusses three ways in which rules are given priority over 
creating a sense of community in CIDs. The first way rules are elevated over community 
is through a person’s potential lack of consent to rules and regulations enforced upon 
him/her in CIDs (McKenzie, 1994). People who live in gated communities generally 
move in with particular rules and regulation already in place. As a result, McKenzie 
argues that a person cannot really consent to rules that he/she did not help create, or to an 
association he/she is required to join. In addition, since the rules governing most CIDs are 
generally established long before the first individuals ever move into the sub-division, 
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residents are stuck adhering to rules which have no personal importance to them because 
neither they, nor anyone else in the sub-division, had any role in their creation. 
Developers argue that a person gives consent to the rules of a CID simply by buying a 
home in that sub-division. However, in reality alternatives to CIDs are not very plentiful 
in many parts of the United States (McKenzie, 1994). This lack of choice is, in effect, 
forcing an increasing number of people to live in sub-divisions that have laws and a 
private governing body which they did not consent to. 
The second way that private governance privileges rules over community is 
through the prioritizing of restrictions over rights in CIDs (McKenzie, 1994). Upon 
purchase, homeowners are bound by the same restrictions as everyone else in that sub-
division. For example, some rules state that everyone’s lawn must be the same shade of 
green, and all perimeter fences must be white. Personal rights such as freedom of choice 
and freedom of expression are sacrificed for a more uniform appearance of the residential 
landscape which, supposedly, protects property values. The economic good of the sub-
division as a whole is viewed as more important than personal freedoms and individual 
rights in gated communities. 
The third way that private governance elevates rules over the community is 
through the creation of a new concept of responsibility to the community itself 
(McKenzie, 1994). In CIDs, a person’s commitment to his/her community can be 
satisfied simply by following the rules and keeping up with his/her economic 
responsibilities (McKenzie, 1994). As a result, it does not matter whether a person is a 
good neighbor or an active participant in various social groups. As long as a person pays 
his/her association fees and maintains his/her property to an acceptable standard, he/she 
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will be fulfilling his/her responsibilities to the CID community.  This new 
conceptualization of “community” has resulted in relationships between residents of a 
gated community that are more economically based or transactional than socially based 
or interactional.  
Gated Communities: Socio-Economic Push/Pull Factors 
 Why do people choose to live in gated communities that prioritize economic good 
or exchange-value over community good or social-value? This intensive question has 
been examined at length over the last decade by numerous researchers who have 
conducted studies on gated communities in various parts of the world. Each study has 
contributed rich insights into the various socio-economic factors which attract individuals 
to live in these exclusive developments. Interestingly, fear of crime, the desire for 
seclusion and prestige, and declining trust in government appear to be the most common 
factors cited by researchers studying the subject. Whether in the United States, Brazil, 
South Africa, or another country in the world, these three factors have played a major 
role in making individuals want to seclude themselves behind iron gates and stucco walls. 
Fear of Crime 
 Karina Landman and Martin Schonteich (2002) found fear of crime to be the main 
reason why gated communities have become so popular in South Africa and Brazil. In 
City of Walls: Crime, Segregation, and Citizenship in São Paulo (2000), Teresa P. R. 
Caldeira argues that gated condominiums are treated as a separate world, where residents 
can escape the dangers found in the city streets. In Setha Low’s study (2003), many 
residents living in New York cited fear of crime as one of the main reasons for living in a 
gated community. Moreover, Barry Glassner, a sociologist, argues that the media in the 
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United States have helped contribute to the creation of a “culture of fear” (cited in Low, 
2003). Many residents believe the only way to escape crime is to “imprison” themselves 
within the confines of a gated community. Low argues that children who live in these 
restricted communities are being ingrained with a fear of crime by the presence of walls, 
cameras, and guards, and in time will become a generation of Americans who only feel 
safe living behind a gate (Low, 2003). 
Desire for Privacy/Seclusion 
 In her study, Setha Low (2003) had difficulty gaining entrance into many gated 
communities to interview residents. While the physical barriers (i.e., gates, walls, fences) 
posed a challenge all by themselves, there were other “gate keepers” whom Low had to 
receive permission from before she could conduct her study in their communities. These 
gate keepers included developers, builders, home-owners association officers, and 
residents themselves (Low, 2003). As Low quickly discovered, individuals in gated 
communities heavily guard their privacy, a finding Caldeira (2000) seems to confirm. Her 
study of São Paulo shows that privacy and seclusion are believed to promise a better 
lifestyle.  
The Search for Homogeneity 
The desire for socio-economic or cultural/racial homogeneity appears to be 
another common theme in many of these studies, particularly in the case of the New York 
Metro region, San Antonio, and São Paulo. Caldeira (2000) cited homogeneity as one of 
the five basic elements of São Paulo’s fortified enclaves. Upper class citizens in the city 
believe that fortified condominiums offer them the ability to not have to socialize with 
the admixture of classes (Caldeira, 2000). In her interviews with residents in San Antonio 
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and Long Island, New York, Low (2003) found racist fears to be a major influence on 
individuals moving to gated communities. Transient laborers, lower class people, 
individuals of other ethnicities, and anyone else who was perceived as “different,” were 
cited by many residents interviewed as someone to be feared (Low, 2003).  Throughout 
the later part of the twentieth century, civil rights movements and the improvement in 
economic opportunities for some minorities have led to an overall increased number of 
immigrants in many parts of the United States. This “fear of others” (Low, 2003) caused 
by an increased diversity of socio-economic classes all living in the same territory has, as 
argued by Abdelhamid Hatem Touman (2002), contributed to the desire for the creation 
of homogeneous “tribes,” where individuals are seeking a renewed sense of community 
among people who are socially and economically similar. As a result of this self-imposed 
socio-cultural isolation, Katrina Landman and Martin Schonteich (2002) argue that gated 
communities are contributing to spatial fragmentation which will only continue to 
promote segregation and exclusion, and reinforce existing social and economic 
inequalities. 
Lack of Trust in Public Government 
Desire for seclusion could actually be the result of another common finding in 
many of the case studies: a general lack of trust in government. One problem that is often 
cited by residents in gated communities regarding local governments has to do with the 
inefficient creation and distribution of services to citizens. In Behind the Gates (2003), 
Low claims that: 
The current growth in private communities – gated and non-gated – is one 
response to municipal governments’ failure to provide adequate neighborhood 
services because of “free riding” (use of services by those who do not pay for 
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them), and local governments’ inability to supply services in rapidly growing 
areas (Low, 2003, 187). 
 
As a result, more and more people are choosing to live in CIDs, more of which are 
becoming gated, in order to have more of a say in how their community is going to be 
provisioned and governed. As discussed earlier, HOAs and CDDs help insure that 
important decisions about a community will be made by people who actually live in the 
community. In 1962, there were only 500 HOAs in the United States. However, by 2003, 
there were over 230,000 HOAs in the country (Low, 2003). The political legitimacy of 
HOAs is based on their ability to maintain the aesthetic appeal of a community as well as 
protect individual property values. Such benefits were cited by many residents Low 
(2003) interviewed as an incentive for moving to a gated community. A related problem 
that many studies cited with regards to local governments has to do with their inability to 
maintain law and order. Karina Landman and Martin Schonteich (2002) found that high 
crime rates in South Africa have resulted in the “erosion of the myth that the sovereign 
state is capable of providing security, law and order, and crime control” (n.pag.). As a 
result, gated communities with rapid-response private security have emerged as a reaction 
to this reduction in faith in traditional governments’ ability to protect their citizens. 
Caldeira (2000) cites City Boacava, in São Paulo, Brazil, which has its own private 
armed security service, as an example of an elite community which is taking the task of 
law and order into its own hands.  
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Chapter Five 
Methodology 
Over the years, there has been much debate in academia over the validity of 
qualitative methods. It has been argued that qualitative methods lack the scientific rigor 
of quantitative methods and, therefore, are an inferior methodological approach 
(Winchester, 2005). However, many geographers, who have taken a more humanistic 
approach, have adopted the view: 
…that human behavior is, in fact, “subjective, complex, messy, irrational and 
contradictory.” As such, humanistic geographers (should) draw on methods that 
would allow them to explore the meanings, emotions, intentions and values that 
make up our taken-for-granted lifeworlds (Clifford and Valentine, 2003, 4). 
 
Moreover, qualitative and quantitative methods have often been discussed within 
academic literature as a dichotomy or ‘polar-opposites’ (Winchester, 2005). Winchester 
(2005) views this dualism as problematic in that it forces academics to constantly place 
one methodological approach over the other in scientific validity and explanatory 
capability. Instead, it may be more beneficial to view these methods as complimentary of 
one another in that quantitative methodology allows for an “extensive” (Sayer 1984, 
1992, 2000) investigation of phenomena, while qualitative methodology can help produce 
knowledge on a more “intensive” (Sayer, ibid) level. Moreover, according to Hilary 
Winchester (2005), a mixed methods approach allows a researcher to triangulate and 
cross-check his/her findings by approaching a study of inquiry from various points of 
view and by using different methodological techniques. To that end, a mixed methods 
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approach was used in this study to effectively investigate the research questions stated 
above.  
In recent years, mixed methods have increasingly become an effective and 
powerful approach to studying geographic phenomena (Winchester, 2005). This approach 
allows a researcher to gain multiple perspectives on an issue that would otherwise be 
missed using only quantitative or qualitative methodology. Traditionally, quantitative 
methods, such as questionnaires, allow for a more macro-level investigation of a 
phenomenon, while qualitative methods, like semi-structured interviews, allow for 
examination of the same phenomenon on a more specific and micro-level (Winchester, 
2005). Moreover, combining different methodological approaches through the art of 
triangulation is often viewed by researchers as an effective way to improve the scientific 
rigor of a study.  
 It is important to note, however, that no scientific methodology, whether 
quantitative or qualitative in nature, is completely objective and free of biases. 
Intentionally or not, a researcher’s values and beliefs can influence how a phenomenon is 
studied, or even determine which phenomena are studied in the first place (Winchester, 
2005). When designing statistical surveys, the researcher chooses which questions to 
include or omit. When conducting interviews, the researcher chooses not only the 
questions which will be asked, but also the manner in which the questions will be 
delivered to the informants. Furthermore, when analyzing transcripts from interviews, the 
researcher must infer meaning from what was said by the informant, and be careful not to 
give meaning to an informant’s words that he/she did not intend. As a result, issues of 
power, subjectivity, positionality, and ethics must be considered when conducting 
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research. This study, as with any research project, does contain subjectivities and value-
based judgments. However, through critical reflexivity (Winchester, 2005) and strong 
ethical commitment, the goal of this study was to minimize any subjectivities which 
might alienate or violate the informants of this study in any way, or which might 
undermine the scientific validity of the study’s conclusions.  
For this study, the mixed methods approach combined the use of semi-structured 
interviews, ethnographic study, statistical surveys, analysis of historical documents and 
marketing material, mapping, an examination of both government and private governance 
documents (i.e., public zoning codes, homeowner’s association restrictions and 
covenants), and demographic information (i.e., statistical information from the U.S. 
Census regarding race, income level, and population within the study area). When 
combined, these different methodological approaches produced a rich blend of both 
quantitative and qualitative knowledge regarding gated communities within the New 
Tampa area. Like the Low (2003) study, the primary method for data collection involved 
the semi-structured interviewing of gated community residents within the given study 
area. The semi-structured interviews allowed for an intensive investigation of the 
research questions on a more individualistic level. However, structured surveys were also 
used as a source of initial contact with the informants. In addition, statistical analysis of 
the structured surveys also produced a more extensive understanding with regard to the 
research questions on an aggregated level.  
Quantitative Methodology 
The objective of this study was to incorporate a quantitative approach into its 
methodology so as to produce a more rich and well-rounded understanding of the 
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questions of inquiry regarding gated communities in the New Tampa area. To that end, 
quantitative surveys were relied upon to investigate at both an extensive and intensive 
level the social push/pull factors which may compel individuals to want to live in gated 
communities, as well as the perceptions that residents have of various aspects of life 
within their respective sub-division. Statistical analyses were conducted on these 
quantitative surveys which were used to develop and substantiate conclusions with 
regards to this study.  
Structured Surveys 
In this study, structured surveys were used to obtain information about the types 
of individuals who reside within the three gated communities of the given study area. 
This study utilized the self-administered questionnaire method to collect the survey data. 
Under this method, the questionnaires were sent to pre-selected informants via the United 
States Postal Service, and it was up to the respondents to decide whether or not they 
wanted to participate, and, if so, to fill out the questionnaires unassisted and to mail them 
back to the University of South Florida Geography Department. H. Russell Bernard 
(2000) cites several benefits of using the self-administered questionnaire method. These 
benefits include: (1) mailed questionnaires make the Post Office work for the researcher 
in finding respondents; (2) questions are the same for each respondent (no interview 
bias); (3) respondents may feel more comfortable answering sensitive questions without 
the presence of a researcher; and (4) the results of self-administered questionnaires can be 
programmed into a computer program for analysis. However, Bernard (2000) also cites 
several disadvantages of self-administered questionnaires as well. These disadvantages 
include: (1) the researcher has no control over the way the respondent interprets the 
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questions in the survey; (2) the response rate may be quite low using this particular 
survey method; (3) mailed questionnaires are prone to serious flaws in sampling; and (4) 
illiterate individuals and non-English readers are unable to complete the questionnaires, 
and thus are left out of the sample. The advantages and disadvantages of this survey 
method were taken into account with regard to how the data obtained with the surveys 
were analyzed, as well as how much validity would be given to information and 
conclusions produced by the survey data alone. To that end, the structured surveys for 
this study were mailed to the pre-selected informants on January 26, 2007, and were 
expected to be returned to the University of South Florida Geography Department on or 
before February 15, 2007. 
Each questionnaire distributed in the study was identical in both format and 
content, and consisted of a set number of both closed-ended and open-ended questions. 
(A copy of the structured questionnaire which was used in this study is attached as 
Appendix A). Closed-ended questions refer to questions in which the possible answers to 
each question are listed on the survey. The respondent is forced to choose between a 
finite number of answers for each question (McLafferty, 2003). Conversely, open-ended 
questions refer to questions which do not have any predetermined answers. The 
respondent has the ability to freely answer open-ended questions without having to stay 
within the confines of prearranged parameters. According to Bernard (2000), 
questionnaires composed of closed-ended questions produce significantly more responses 
than surveys consisting only of open-ended questions. Sara L. McLafferty (2003) argues 
that the reason for this particular questionnaire design receiving a higher response rate is 
due to the fact that “fixed-response” questions have a limited number of answers, and 
 38 
 
 
 
 
thus are easier for respondents to analyze, interpret, and inevitably answer. However, 
McLafferty (2003) also argues that closed-ended questions often lack the depth, richness, 
and individual perspective which can be obtained through an open-ended questionnaire 
design. The reason is that open-ended questions can invite a respondent to answer in a 
more unstructured manner than with a closed-ended questionnaire design.  Respondents 
can insert their own understandings, opinions, and experiences into open-ended questions 
instead of simply filling in the bubble of a pre-determined answer (McGuirk and O’Neill, 
2005). As a result, Bernard (2000) also recommends using some open-ended questions in 
a survey to break up the monotony for the respondent, and to produce even richer data for 
the researcher.  
The closed-ended questions within the questionnaire for this study consisted of 
both fact-based and opinion-based questions, whereas the open-ended questions within 
the survey consisted exclusively of opinion-based questions. Additionally, the closed-
ended questions were comprised of binomial-based questions (yes/no), Likert Scale-
based questions (on a scale of 1-10), and categorical-based questions (demographic 
questions). 
The first section of the questionnaire consisted of closed-ended questions which 
focused on obtaining information about the various push/pull factors that individual 
respondents cited as a reason for moving into a gated community. This first section 
consisted of a series of ten-point Likert Scales, each asking the informant to rate how 
important different aspects of community life (i.e., security, privacy) were to him/her 
when deciding as to which sub-division he/she wanted to become a resident. It should be 
pointed out that five-point or seven-point Likert Scales are more commonly used by 
 39 
 
 
 
 
Social Science researchers. However, since this study utilized a mixed-methods 
approach, as discussed earlier, this methodological approach sought to maximize the 
potential for variability between responses, so as to contribute a richer foundation of data 
for the qualitative components of this study. It was determined that a ten-point Likert 
Scale would provide the desired variability in responses, with a response of one through 
three denoting a negative viewpoint; an answer of four through six representing a more 
neutral response; and a response of seven through ten indicating a positive viewpoint on 
the topic. Moreover, it was believed that a Likert Scale greater than ten-points would 
produce too many possible answers, thus confusing or frustrating the respondent.  
The next section of the structured survey consisted of closed-ended questions 
which investigated the different attitudes, opinions, and perceptions that residents had 
concerning various social, cultural, and economic aspects of life within their respective 
sub-division. The final section of the questionnaire consisted of closed-ended 
demographic-based questions which focused on obtaining an extensive understanding of 
the socio-economic status for informants living within the three gated communities of 
this study. These questions included an investigation of a respondent’s income level, age, 
gender, race, length of time living in the community, and whether or not they have 
children. In addition to the three sections of closed-ended questions, there were also 
several open-ended questions included in the structured survey. The open-ended 
questions provided the informants an opportunity to give their own personal insight on 
such issues as: (1) the reasons they chose to live in a gated community; (2) whether or not 
they feel there are any specific advantages living in a gated community rather than a 
community that does not restrict access, and if so, then what; and (3) whether or not there 
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are any improvements (i.e., social, political, aesthetic) they would like made to their 
respective sub-division, and if so, then what. The primary use for the data collected from 
these open-ended questions was to assist in the development of relevant semi-structured 
interview questions, as well as to identify unique opinions and perceptions of potential 
interviewees with regards to their respective gated community. This information was then 
used to facilitate deeper probing and intensive questioning of these individuals during the 
semi-structured interview portion of this study.  
The primary purpose of sending out structured questionnaires to residents of the 
three gated communities was to develop a stratified random sample from which to select 
the interview informants for the qualitative component of this study. This stratified 
random sample was produced by dividing the population into subpopulations on the basis 
of certain socio-economic variables. These variables came from the final section of the 
questionnaire, and included race, age, gender, income level, and with/without children. 
This study then selected individuals who differed in the above variables so as to produce 
a socio-economically well rounded interview sample.  
In addition to providing data for a stratified random sample, information obtained 
from the structured surveys was also subjected to statistical analysis. This study used the 
socio-economic variables in the final section of the structured surveys for comparative 
analysis to determine any underlying relationships between the answers given in the 
surveys and the demographic makeup of the respondents. The purpose of constructing 
these descriptive statistical charts was to ascertain if individuals with different socio-
economic backgrounds had the same motivations for moving into a gated community, as 
well as the same perceptions of life within Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, or Grand 
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Hampton, respectively. For example, this study sought to develop an understanding as to 
whether or not, at an extensive level, there was a difference in the importance of 
community interaction between male residents and female residents, or individuals with 
children and individuals without children. Additionally, a nonparametric Spearman’s 
coefficient test was used to determine the relationships between the desires that 
respondents originally had for moving into their gated community, and the different 
perceptions they had of their respective neighborhood having lived in their respective 
community for a given period of time. For example, did individuals who originally 
desired security when moving into Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, or Grand Hampton 
perceive their respective community to be safe at the time of completing the survey? 
These types of comparisons and relationships were investigated and uncovered through 
various statistical analyses, and will be discussed in more detail in the quantitative results 
chapter of this study. 
The structured questionnaire was the initial point of contact with any of the 
informants in this study. Both a snowball sampling technique, as well as a spatially 
stratified sampling technique, were used in this study to determine which homes received 
a questionnaire. Gill Valentine defines snowball sampling as: 
…using one contact to help you recruit another contact, who in turn can put you 
in touch with someone else (Valentine, cited in Longhurst, 2003 p. 124). 
 
Charles Kadushin (1968) found the snowball sampling technique to be exceptionally 
useful for the study of elite groups. While elites are generally easy to find, they are 
usually highly guarded in their desire for privacy and, therefore, are often difficult for a 
researcher to interview. However, the snowball sampling can help alleviate this problem 
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for a researcher in that “doors open when one member of an elite group passes you on to 
another” (Bernard, page, 2000, 179).  
 During the data collection period of this study, personal contacts were made 
within both Arbor Greene and Hunter’s Green who, in addition to acting as informants 
for the study themselves, also helped refer and recruit additional individuals who live in 
these communities to be informants as well. Many of these additional individuals lived 
inside the most exclusive and highly-restricted neighborhoods within the three gated 
communities. As a result, snowball sampling provided access to informants and data 
which might otherwise not have been available through other sampling techniques.  
However, it was recognized that the use of snowball sampling alone would have deprived 
the study of a rich, well-rounded informant base, and would have inherently fortified any 
biases which, in turn, would have skewed the overall results and conclusions of this 
study. As a result, in addition to be cognizant of the potential limitations and prejudices 
of any data obtained through this sampling technique, additional sampling techniques 
were also used, so as to increase the validity of any findings or claims made by this study.  
In addition to snowball sampling, a spatially stratified sampling technique was 
also used in this study to determine which homes within the three gated communities 
should receive a questionnaire. This sampling technique divided the population into 
subpopulations on the basis of the following spatial characteristics: (1) whether or not a 
resident’s home was located on a regular, premium, or a golf course-front lot. For the 
purposes of this study, a premium lot was considered to be any lot that was either 
waterfront or conservation-front. In addition, since those lots which overlook a private 
golf course tend to be the most expensive, and have the most luxurious homes built on 
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them, it was decided to isolate individuals who live on these lots into their own category, 
so as to determine how their viewpoints of gated community life differ from individuals 
living on the less expensive regular or premium lots. It is important to note that of the 
three gated communities within the study area only Hunter’s Green has a private golf 
course. As a result, all informants randomly selected from this category resided within 
Hunter’s Green; (2) whether or not a resident’s home was located within a privately gated 
neighborhood within their respective gated community. While it is generally 
hypothesized that individuals living in a gated community are demographically 
homogenous, it could be argued that individuals living on a premium lot, or in a privately 
gated neighborhood, have different opinions and perceptions about gated communities 
than individuals living on a regular lot or in an ungated neighborhood. As a result, this 
sampling technique ensured that individuals whose homes have different spatial 
characteristics are proportionately represented in the sample. This minimized the 
homogeneity of the informants in the sample, and, in turn, reduced the biases of any 
conclusions made from this study.  
The study population was subdivided on the basis of the following six categories: 
(1) regular lot / ungated neighborhood; (2) premium lot / ungated neighborhood; (3) golf-
front lot / ungated neighborhood; (4) regular lot / gated neighborhood; (5) premium lot / 
gated neighborhood; and (6) golf course-front lot / gated neighborhood. First, a raw count 
was made to determine how many homes there were in each category. This was achieved 
through the use of satellite imagery of the three gated community, as well as a physical 
inspection of the study area, to verify the accuracy of the categories. Next, each count 
number was divided by the overall number of homes in the population. As of January, 
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2007, there were a population of 2701 privately owned, owner occupied, single family 
homes within Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton. Hence, the raw count 
for each category was divided by 2701 to determine what proportion of homes in the 
population fell under each spatial category. The next step in this sampling technique was 
to multiply the population proportion for each category by the desired sample size. 
However, determining the appropriate sample size was a difficult task.  
Statistical literature widely accepts a sample size of thirty as the minimum 
number necessary to ensure a normal distribution. However, the same literature also 
varies widely when it comes to determining how large a sample size needs to be in order 
to be statistically significant. Bernard (2000) argues that an adequate sample size depends 
on the following factors: (1) the heterogeneity of the population; (2) the number of 
subgroups in the analysis; (3) the size of the subgroup; and (4) how precise the researcher 
wants the sample statistics to be. Stephen Rice (2003) argues that precision improves 
with sample size in a curvilinear fashion. As a result, the optimal sample size is one in 
which the gain in precision warrants the additional sampling effort. A sample size is too 
large when the increase in precision is outweighed by the increase in sampling effort 
necessary. Conversely, a sample size which is too small is one in which reasonable 
estimates of the population cannot be confidently inferred from the sample, and more 
precision is necessary (Rice, 2003). However, such distinctions are often vaguely defined 
and arbitrarily created. Moreover, most statistical studies argue that the optimal sample 
size is dependent upon what type of statistical analysis the researcher plans to carry out 
on the data. According to some, descriptive statistical analysis does not require as large a 
sample size as does inferential analysis.  
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As a result of this lack of academic agreement on optimal sample size, this study 
developed a goal of producing a sample size of approximately sixty. This sample size is 
double the minimum number required to be defined as a normal distribution, but is not 
large enough to raise time, funding, or other sampling effort concerns beyond the point of 
equitable returns. Statistical literature is also quite varied on its view of average 
questionnaire response rates. Don Dillman (1978) devised a series of steps which, when 
followed, have led to average survey return rates as high as 75%. Other academics, 
however, are much more conservative in their estimates claiming that the average 
response rate for questionnaires is between 10-25%. Moreover, most statistical literature 
agrees that different methods for distributing the survey can also have different average 
response rates. This study also maintained conservative expectations regarding responses 
to the distributed questionnaires, and anticipated a response rate of only 10%. Therefore, 
a sampling frame of six hundred was determined for the study area (all three communities 
combined), and this number of questionnaires was distributed in order to obtain the 
desired sample size of sixty. 
As a result, the population proportion for each spatial category was multiplied by 
the sampling frame of six hundred. This determined what proportion of homes in the 
desired sample fell under each spatial category. Finally, the sample proportion for each 
category was rounded to its nearest integer. This amount represented the number of 
homes from each spatial category which received a questionnaire. Table 5.1 illustrates the 
number of homes from each spatial category within the study area which received a 
questionnaire.  
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Table 5.1 Summary Table for Number of Homes which received a Questionnaire by Spatial 
Category 
Spatial Category 
Raw 
Numbers Proportions* 
% of Sampling 
Frame 
# of Houses Surveyed 
(Breakdown of Sampling Frame) 
Regular/Ungated 900 0.33 199.93 200 
Regular/Gated 321 0.12 71.31 71 
Premium/Ungated 826 0.31 183.49 183 
Premium/Gated 527 0.20 117.07 117 
Golf/Ungated 52 0.02 11.55 12 
Golf/Gated 75 0.03 16.66 17 
Totals 2701 1 600 600 
* Total Population = 2701 
 
 
To minimize biases, this study randomly selected informants from each spatial category 
on the basis of a random selection tool for ESRI’s ArcGIS. A parcel map shapefile was 
obtained from Hillsborough County Property Appraiser’s website on January, 2007. This 
shapefile contained polygons demarcating the individual legal lot boundaries for all the 
single family homes in Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton. In addition, 
the attribute table associated with this shapefile provided this study with the mailing 
address for each parcel, the name of the individual(s) who owned the property, as well as 
the mailing address for those owners who actual residence was elsewhere.  
Using this information, investment properties and properties owned by banks, 
builders, or other corporations were eliminated from the study area. The purpose of this 
was to maximize the potential that questionnaires would only be distributed to those 
homes that were privately owned. Moreover, since selecting a home for ownership and 
selecting a home for rentership are often not driven by the same motivations and 
necessities, it was feared that the inclusion of renters would convolute any conclusions 
made from this study. As a result, any parcels that were identified as an investment 
property (i.e., homes whose owner had a different residential address than that property; 
homes two years or older that were not homestead exempted) were also eliminated from 
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the pool of potential questionnaire recipients. These parcel eliminations provided the 
study with a population size of 2701 privately owned, owner occupied, single family 
homes subdivided into the six spatial categories discussed earlier in this chapter.  
It is important to note that seven individuals were selected as part of the snowball 
sampling technique. These individuals were all residents of Arbor Greene, albeit from 
different spatial categories within the community, and participated in a pilot focus group 
which was used to test the credibility and effectiveness of the semi-structured interview 
questions and format. In addition, these individuals each filled out a questionnaire. The 
data obtained in these questionnaires were handled and tabulated with the same level of 
anonymity and objectivity as those collected from individuals which were selected as part 
of the random sampling method. However, addresses for these seven individuals who 
were already selected through the snowball sampling technique were removed from the 
parcel shapefile prior to the start of the selection process to avoid any duplication of 
information, and were not included in the population size of 2701 used to derive 
informants by means of the random sampling method.  
The Hawth's Analysis Tools for ArcGIS was used to randomly select the 
proportional number of informants from the six spatial categories. Included in the 
Hawth's Analysis Tools for ArcGIS is a random selection tool, which used an unweighted 
random selection process to ascertain those properties which would receive a 
questionnaire.  Maps 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3 show the sampling frame of six hundred parcels in 
the three communities which were randomly selected by Hawth’s random selection tool 
to receive a questionnaire. 
 
 
 48 
 
 
 
 
Map 5.1 A map of those properties in Grand Hampton randomly selected to receive 
a questionnaire. 
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Map 5.2 A map of those properties in Hunter’s Green randomly selected to receive a 
questionnaire. 
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Map 5.3 A map of those properties in Arbor Greene randomly selected to receive a  
questionnaire. 
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At the time of data collection for this study, all three communities had a strict “No 
Solicitation” policy in place, and the community HOAs kindly requested that no one 
associated with the study go to residents’ doors to administer the questionnaires in 
person. To overcome this rather challenging obstacle, this study used the mailing 
addresses provided in the attribute table of the parcel shapefile to mail the questionnaires 
to the randomly-selected homes, and allow the residents to make the decision as to 
whether or not they wish to participate in the study. Those selected individuals who 
received a questionnaire were then responsible for self selecting themselves to be a part 
of the study. Residents chose to either disregard the questionnaire, and not participate in 
the study, or to fill out the survey, return it to the primary investigator, and decide to be 
an informant in the study.  
Information obtained through the surveys was used for both descriptive and 
inferential statistical analysis, as well as a way to develop a stratified sample with which 
to conduct semi-structured interviews. As a result, on the bottom of each questionnaire 
was a check box acknowledging whether or not the resident was willing to participate in 
a semi-structured interview. If a respondent decided to participate in a semi-structured 
interview, he/she filled out additional contact information on the bottom of the 
questionnaire. If a respondent decided not to participate in a semi-structure interview, but 
filled out and returned the questionnaire, no further contact with the respondent was 
made, and his/her survey information was only anonymously aggregated for statistical 
analysis. Postage for the return of the questionnaires to the primary investigator was 
prepaid so that individuals who wished to take part in the study did not incur any 
financial burdens which may have caused them to not participate.  
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Qualitative Methods 
 This study utilized qualitative methods as the primary source for obtaining data 
about the three gated communities within the New Tampa area. To that end, semi-
structured interviews were relied upon to investigate at an intensive level those cultural 
perceptions which surrounded gated communities by the residents who reside within their 
gates, as well as the various push/pull factors which individual respondents cited as a 
reason for moving into Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, or Grand Hampton, respectively. 
These interviews were transcribed, analyzed, and presented using an ethnographic 
approach, which is discussed in more detail in section 5.2.4. Finally, this study examined 
legal documents (i.e., Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions), historical 
documents (i.e., date of incorporation), and cultural texts (i.e., community websites, 
clubhouse calendar of events). In addition to these textual sources serving primarily as a 
way to obtain contextual and background information with regard to the three gated 
communities within the study area, cultural texts were also analyzed to determine if 
social practices in a specific gated community coincided with the perceptions that 
residents had of their community. For example, if a resident perceives his/her community 
as being prestigious or elite in status, does the community provide certain amenities or 
facilitate social events which support this perception? 
Semi-Structured Interviews 
 An interview can be defined as: 
…a face-to-face verbal interchange in which one person, the interviewer, 
attempts to elicit information or expressions of opinion or belief from 
another person or persons (Maccoby and Maccoby, 1954, 499 as cited by 
Dunn, 2005, 79). 
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According to H. Russell Bernard (2000), a semi-structured interview is the best style of 
interview when an interviewer won’t get more than one chance to interview someone. 
This interview style utilizes an interview guide, which is a written list of questions and 
topics that must be covered in a particular order. The interview guide assures that similar 
information is obtained from each informant. However, it is important to note that while 
the questions in an interview guide are prewritten and ordered, the interviewer has 
flexibility in how to ask each question, as well as the ability to ask additional questions 
which may not be on the interview guide (Dunn, 2005). Responses to the same questions 
can differ greatly between informants, so the use of self reflexivity and triangulation are 
essential when employing semi-structured interviews. 
 This study employed the use of semi-structured interviews to develop an 
understanding of socio-cultural issues surrounding gated communities within the New 
Tampa area. Key interviewees were limited to current residents of one of the gated 
communities within the given study area. These individuals were required to be at least 
eighteen years old and be the current owner of the home in which they reside. For reasons 
of simplicity and clarity, renters were not included as interview candidates for this study. 
However, it is important to note that the inclusion of renters will be considered for similar 
studies in the future.  
As discussed in section 5.1.1, with the aid of the structured questionnaires, the 
interview informants were selected from a stratified random sample. Only residents who 
indicated on their structured questionnaire that they wanted to participate in an interview 
were included in the stratified random sample. Moreover, all individuals who displayed 
interest in participating in the study were issued a letter of consent stating their personal 
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rights with respect to the study. (A copy of this letter is attached as Appendix B) This 
letter was read by all informants and all questions by the informants were adequately 
addressed prior to any interviews being conducted. Since the number of interviews 
necessary for a study is directly related to several factors including: (1) the level of 
complexity regarding the topic being investigated; (2) how knowledgeable the informants 
being interviewed are about the topic being researched; and (3), the types of analysis 
being carried out on the interview data, social science research literature does not provide 
one definitive number of interviews that should be incorporated into each study. To that 
end, this study produced an objective of conducting at least fifteen semi-structured 
interviews. This benchmark number of interviews was chosen in that it allowed for a well 
rounded sample of individuals from all three communities and of different demographic 
backgrounds, but was not so large that the costs (i.e., time, money, etc.) outweighed the 
benefits of additional data.  
Questions for the semi-structured interview component of this study were pre-
written and ordered on an interview guide prior to starting the interview process. (A copy 
of the semi-structured interview guide is attached as Appendix C) The interview 
questions were asked of each informant in the same order. However, as is consistent with 
the semi-structured interview process, flexibility was maintained in the way that each 
question was asked, as well as the right to ask additional questions that were not on the 
interview guide. These types of decisions were made on a per individual interview basis. 
With the permission of each informant, the interviews were audio-recorded to prevent 
loss of data, and to maintain the highest level of accuracy, during transcription. Once 
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transcribed, the interview data were analyzed and presented within the framework of 
ethnographic fieldwork. This framework is discussed in more detail in section 5.2.3.  
(Con)textual Sources 
 Textual sources can produce important data for a qualitative study. Historical 
documents can provide information and analyses of geographies of past periods (Ogborn, 
2003). These documents, therefore, add a temporal dimension to a study. Cultural texts 
can help shape and provide insight into diverse social practices, beliefs, and perceptions 
that surround different cultural groups (Doel, 2003). These documents, therefore, 
contribute a concept of place to a study. Legal documents can provide a researcher with 
an understanding of the various rules, policies, legal boundaries, and administrative 
hierarchy of a given location. These documents, therefore, contribute a concept of space 
to a study. When combined together, textual sources can provide rich depth and insight to 
a study. 
 Setha Low (2003) used textual sources in her study of gated communities in New 
York, Texas, and Mexico City to uncover such information, including: when the gated 
communities were constructed, who built them, what type of private governance structure 
controlled each community, and the social practices which exist within each community. 
Similar to Low’s study (2003), this study also relied upon the analysis of textual sources 
to provide important historical, cultural, and legal information regarding the communities 
of Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton. It is important to note, however, 
that texts were written by people each of whom may have their own agenda. Therefore, 
Marcus A. Doel (2003) argues that when investigating a text for data, a researcher must 
be consciously aware of “who produced the text, why they produced it, how they 
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produced it, and for whom they produced it.” As with the semi-structured interviews, this 
study relied upon self-reflexivity and triangulation to strengthen the validity of any data 
obtained with textual sources. 
 This study employed the use of textual sources to develop an understanding of 
socio-cultural issues surrounding the three gated communities within the study area. 
Legal texts, such as homeowners association governance documents and community by-
laws, were obtained and analyzed. Access to these texts was not difficult, as many of 
these documents were available to the public on the community websites. This study also 
viewed historical documents such as past records of the minutes of HOA board meetings 
for the three communities, as well as documents which discuss the date of incorporation 
for the different master-planned developments. Access to many of these historical texts 
was also not a problem, as the minutes for the board meetings are also available for 
public viewing on two of the three community websites. As of January 2007, Grand 
Hampton had not yet participated in a formal HOA board meeting. Other historical 
documents, such as the date of incorporation, were on public file with the Hillsborough 
County government, and were readily accessible. Finally, this study looked on the 
community websites and within the various common areas (i.e., the clubhouse) of the 
three gated sub-divisions for cultural texts. These texts included a calendar of social 
events, club activities, resident parties, or other types of social functions. Since much of 
the data obtained through the examination of historical, cultural, and legal documents was 
only be used on more of an extensive level, in depth coding and analysis was not 
necessary for such documents.  
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Analysis of the Qualitative Data 
According to Kevin Dunn (2005), qualitative data are only useful if meaning can 
be derived from the data. Qualitative data, therefore, must be analyzed for common 
themes, language, and imagery. The best way to ascertain these underlying patterns is 
through content analysis of the qualitative data (Dunn, 2005). According to E. Babbie 
(1992), content analysis can mean searching the data for either manifest or latent content. 
Manifest content analysis requires an extensive examination of interview transcripts, 
documents or other texts, and websites for common language, while latent content 
analysis involves a more intensive investigation of interview transcripts, texts, and 
websites for common themes (Dunn, 2005).  
Ethnography, on the other hand, is the study of people’s lived experiences, and 
about understanding how things work, as well as the motivations behind people’s words 
and actions (Bernard, 2000). Participant observation ethnography is more concerned with 
obtaining a deeper understanding about a topic through the prolonged interaction with a 
few knowledgeable informants in their everyday lives, than about producing an unbiased 
sample of people (Bernard, 2000). Additionally, it has been argued that ethnographers: 
…can better understand the beliefs, motivations, and behaviors of their subjects 
than they can by using any other approach. (Tedlock, 2007, 166) 
 
To that end, ethnographic fieldwork was an important methodological approach in both 
Low’s (2003) study of restricted-access neighborhoods in New York, Texas, and Mexico 
City, and Caldeira’s (2000) investigation of gated communities in São Paulo, Brazil. 
These studies utilized field observations, face-to-face interviews with residents and other 
key informants, as well as personal reflections to “produce historically, politically, and 
personally situated accounts, descriptions, interpretations, and representations of human 
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lives” (Tedlock, 2007) both inside and outside the gated communities of their respective 
study areas.  
 An ethnographic approach was used for the semi-structured interview component 
of this study. It was decided that, rather than dissect informants’ interviews for the 
purpose of coding and statistical analysis, the voices of the key informants in this study 
would be better heard if their interviews were presented in more of a story format 
revolving around central themes (i.e., security, prestige, aesthetics, etc.). After all, this 
study is merely a vehicle from which to disseminate the stories of these key informants 
with regard to their perceptions, motivations, and lives within the gates of their respective 
communities. To that end, the qualitative results regarding “informant desires when 
moving in their community” for this study were organized into seven sections: (1) 
Security; (2) Aesthetic Appeal; (3) Privacy; (4) Maintaining Property Values; (5) 
Community Interaction; (6) Amenities; and (7) Private Governance. Additionally, the 
qualitative results regarding “informant perceptions of different aspects of life within 
his/her gated community” for this study were organized into two additional sections: (1) 
Security; and (2) Social Interaction vs. Economic Responsibility. For each section, actual 
excerpts from informant interviews were included, in conjunction with direct, first-hand 
observations by the primary investigator, to formulate and substantiate any claims, 
findings, or arguments made by the study.  
 Throughout the qualitative results chapter of this study, these findings were then 
triangulated with the results of the other methodological approaches used in this study 
(see section 5.0) to maintain the highest level of validity regarding any claims made with 
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regard to the perceptions, motivations, and daily behaviors of people residing in Arbor 
Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton. 
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Chapter Six 
Quantitative Analysis (Analysis of the Structured Surveys) 
 On January 26, 2007, a sampling frame consisting of six hundred surveys were 
mailed out to the homes of those informants who were randomly selected for the study. 
The requested return date for these surveys was Friday, February 16, 2007. This gave 
informants two and one half weeks to decide if they wished to participate in the study, 
and to complete the enclosed survey. Upon completion of this phase of the study, a total 
sample size of 171 individuals self-selected themselves to be a part of the study, and 
returned their completed surveys to the University of South Florida Department of 
Geography office. This was a 28.5% return on the six hundred mailed surveys, an 
additional 18.5% over the anticipated number. 
 The first statistical test that was run was on the reliability of the questions in the 
survey. To accomplish this, the Cronbach’s alpha test was run on the ten-point Likert 
Scale questions which were all measuring parts of the same underlying concept. The 
purpose of the Cronbach’s alpha test is to determine how well different questions all 
measure the same unidimensional construct (Bernard, 2000). By design, a Cronbach’s 
alpha of 0.80 or higher is desired for a “short list of items, all of which hang together and 
measure the same thing” (Bernard, 2000). 
 To that end, three separate Cronbach’s alpha tests were run on three different 
groups of ten-point Likert Scale questions, each measuring a different underlying 
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concept, to determine their level of reliability and consistency; (1) the seven questions 
used to ascertain an informant’s motivations for moving into a gated community; (2) the 
four questions used to determine the perceptions that informants had about the aesthetic 
appeal of different aspects of their respective communities; and (3) the four questions 
testing the perceptions that residents had regarding the overall administration of the 
homeowners association in their respective communities. Table 6.1 shows the output for 
the Cronbach’s alpha test for each of these three groups. 
Table 6.1 The Cronbach’s alpha for 1) gated community pull-factors; 2) perceptions 
of aesthetic appeal; and 3) Perceptions of the Homeowners Association 
 
 
Gated Community Pull-Factors 
 
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 
.826 7 
 
 
  Perceptions of Aesthetic Appeal 
 
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 
.824 4 
 
           
           Perceptions of the HOA 
 
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 
.934 4 
 
 
 With a Cronbach’s alpha of .826, .824, and .934, respectively, all three groups of 
questions displayed good reliability and consistency in their ability to “hang together” 
and measure the same concept. Thus, it could be assumed that the three groups of ten-
point Likert Scale questions were correlated with one another (within their respective 
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groups) at a level where statistical relevance from the data produced from the questions 
could be ascertained.  
Demographic Analysis 
 Demographic characteristics which were collected and examined as a part of the 
survey component of this study included: gender, age, ethnicity, income level, marital 
status, those with dependents under the age of 18, and length of residency. Figures 6.1 (a 
– g) reflect the demographic makeup of the 171 individuals who participated in this 
study.  
 
 
Fig. 6.1 (a) The demographic breakdown by gender of those individuals who 
participated in the survey portion of this study 
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Fig. 6.1 (b) The demographic breakdown by age of those individuals who 
participated in the survey portion of this study 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 6.1 (c) The demographic breakdown by ethnicity of those individuals who 
participated in the survey portion of this study 
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Fig. 6.1 (d) The demographic breakdown by income level of those individuals who 
participated in the survey portion of this study 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 6.1 (e) The demographic breakdown by Marital Status of those individuals who 
participated in the survey portion of this study 
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Fig. 6.1 (f) The demographic breakdown by whether or not those individuals who 
participated in the survey portion of this study have dependents < 18 living at their 
residence 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 6.1 (g) The demographic breakdown of how long each individual who 
participated in the survey portion of this study had lived in his/her residence 
 
  
Informant’s Length of Residency 
4 9 
24 
1
5 
2
4 
15 
78 
2 
Less than 6 months  (2.40%) 
6 months to 1 year  (5.30%) 
1 year to 2 years  (14.00%) 
2 years to 3 years  (8.80%) 
3 years to 4 years  (14.00%) 
4 years to 5 years  (8.80%) 
More than 5 years  (45.60%) 
Did not Specify  (1.10%)  
 n = 171 
Length of Residency 
Informants with Dependents < 18  
82 
87 
2 
 Yes  (48.00%) 
No  (50.90%) 
Did not Specify  (1.10%) 
      n = 171 
Dependents Status 
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Much of the demographic information collected by this study was found to be 
consistent with the data collected by the Census in 2000 for the entire New Tampa area. 
Tables 6.2 (a – e) compare the demographic data for informants of this study with that 
data collected for New Tampa area as a whole as a part of the 2000 Census. It is 
important to note that, according to the Census, New Tampa includes all areas that reside 
within the 33647 zip code. This zip code also includes the three gated communities 
investigated in this study. It is also important to be transparent in the fact that the data for 
the New Tampa area as a whole come from the 2000 census, and may have changed 
significantly over the last nine years. However, due to the fact that the American 
Community Survey of 2006 only collected data for geographic areas with a population 
greater than 65,000, at the time of this study 2006 data for this area were not collected 
and not available for subsequent comparative analysis with the demographic data 
collected from this study (U.S. Census). It is also important to note that for Table 6.2 (b) 
the total percentage for New Tampa (2000) is 107%. This is because the census asked 
individuals of any race to indicate if they were of Hispanic ethnicity. As a result, many of 
the individuals who indicated that they were Hispanic may also have checked their race 
as white, black, or something else, thus leading to these individuals being double counted 
in Table 6.2 (b). 
Table 6.2 (a) A comparative analysis of the gender makeup between the respondents 
of this study (2007) and the entire New Tampa (2000) 
  Gender   
     
Gender Study Area (2007) New Tampa (2000)* 
Male 46.80% 49.40% 
Female 51.50% 50.60% 
Did not Specify 1.70% n/a 
Total 100% 100% 
    * Source: U.S. Census, 2000 
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Table 6.2 (b) A comparative analysis of the racial/ethnic makeup between the 
respondents of this study (2007) and the entire New Tampa (2000) 
 Racial / Ethnic Status   
    
Race / Ethnicity Study Area (2007) New Tampa (2000)* 
White 86% 82.70% 
Black 1.20% 5.90% 
Hispanic 3.50% 9.30% 
Asian 5.80% 6.90% 
Native American / Pacific Islander 0% 0.10% 
American Indian / Alaskan Native 0% 0.20% 
Other 0.58% 1.90% 
Did not Specify 2.90% n/a 
Total 100% 107% 
     * Source: U.S. Census, 2000 
 
 
 
Table 6.2 (c) A comparative analysis of the annual household income levels between 
the respondents of this study (2007) and the entire New Tampa (2000) 
  Income Level   
     
Income Level Study Area (2007) New Tampa (2000)* 
Under $25,000 0% 14% 
$25,000 - $49,999 1.70% 21% 
$50,000 - $74,999 9.90% 22.80% 
$75,000 - $99,999 11.10% 15.10% 
$100,000 - $149,999 29.20% 15.30% 
More than $150,000 35.10% 11.80% 
Did not Specify 13% n/a 
Total 100% 100% 
                   * Source: U.S. Census, 2000 
 
 
Table 6.2 (d) A comparative analysis of the marital status between the respondents 
of this study (2007) and the entire New Tampa (2000) 
  Marital Status   
     
Marital Status Study Area (2007) New Tampa (2000)* 
Single/Widowed/Divorced 13.50% 38.60% 
Married/Separated 85.40% 61.40% 
Did not Specify 1.10% n/a 
Total 100% 100% 
               * Source: U.S. Census, 2000 
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Table 6.2 (e) A comparative analysis of the length of residency between the 
respondents of this study (2007) and the entire New Tampa (2000) 
  Length of Residency   
  (in current home)   
Length of Residency Study Area (2007) New Tampa (2000)* 
Less than 1 year 7.70% 42.20% 
1 year to 5 years 45.60% 38.20% 
More than 5 years 45.60% 19.60% 
Did not Specify 1.10% n/a 
Total 100% 100% 
          * Source: U.S. Census, 2000 
 Again, much of the demographic data collected from the respondents are 
indicative of the types of demographic trends and patterns that can be found throughout 
the entire New Tampa area. The gender, racial, and ethnic composition of the informants 
for this study is comparable to that of residents in New Tampa in general. This is a 
positive outcome in that it demonstrates that the sample for this study was, in fact, 
representative of the overall demographic makeup of the area being investigated.  
There were also some noticeable differences, however, between some of the 
demographic variables as well. For example, when compared to the entire New Tampa 
area, the income levels of those who participated in the survey component of the study, 
and who reside within the gates of Hunter’s Green, Arbor Greene, or Grand Hampton, 
appeared to be skewed towards a higher level of affluence than was the average for New 
Tampa as a whole. According the U.S. Census, 35% of individuals living within New 
Tampa had an annual household income of less than $50,000 (U.S. Census Bureau, 
2000). According to the results obtained from the demographic portion of the surveys in 
this study, only 1.7% of people sampled had an annual household income of less than 
$50,000. Conversely, over 64% of the informants had annual income levels of $100,000 
or greater, whereas only slightly over 27% of individuals for the entire New Tampa area 
were included in that upper income bracket. Therefore, this comparative analysis also 
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lends itself to the continued perception that gated communities are exclusive spatial 
structures where the affluent and wealthy concentrate. This argument was sighted several 
times by informants during the semi-structured interview component of this study, and 
will be discussed in more detail in section qualitative analysis section.  
Another significant demographic difference between the data obtained from the 
informants, who, at the time of this study, resided in one of the three gated communities 
in the study area, and the information obtained by the Census in 2000 for all of New 
Tampa, was that of marital status. According the U.S. Census, as of 2000, 61.4% of 
individuals living in New Tampa were either married or separated, but still bound by 
wedlock, and the remaining 38.6% were either widowed, divorced, or had never been 
married (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000). According to the responses given by the informants 
of this study, 85.4% of those individuals sampled were either married or separated, and 
only 13.5% were either widowed, divorced, or single. Interestingly, with a difference of 
nearly 25%, the data would indicate that there is a significantly higher concentration of 
married couples living within Hunter’s Green, Arbor Greene, and Grand Hampton than 
what the averages indicate for the entire New Tampa area. Is this strictly a coincidence, 
or are the perceptions of community interaction and the presence of family-style 
amenities acting as pull factors attracting high concentrations of families to move into 
communities fortified with walls, fences, and gates? Once again, these aspects of gated 
community life were sighted by several informants in both the open-ended portion of the 
surveys and semi-structured interviews as motivations for families to move into one of 
the three gated communities within the study area, and will be discussed in more detail in 
the qualitative analysis section. 
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The final and perhaps most unexpected difference obtained through comparative 
analysis of the demographic data was the average length of time that individuals were 
residents within the current home. As of 2000, the U.S. Census had found that 42.2% of 
people had resided in their current home for only one year or less (U.S. Census Bureau, 
2000). Moreover, as of 2000, 38.2% of people in New Tampa had lived in their home 
between one year and five years, and 19.6% of individuals had lived in their current 
home for five years or longer (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000). Conversely, only 7.7% of the 
sampled individuals from the three gated communities had lived in their current home for 
one year or less. Furthermore, 45.6% of the respondents had lived in their current home 
between one year and five years, and an additional 45.6% had lived in their home for five 
years or longer. Once again, significant differences are noticed for this demographic 
variable between the three gated communities and the New Tampa area as a whole.  
In 2000, individuals throughout the entire New Tampa area were much more 
transient than the results indicate to be the case for sampled individuals residing within 
the three gated communities in 2007. Of course, one could argue that the differences 
captured in this comparative analysis are merely the result of using data collected six 
years apart, and are simply the reflection of an ever-changing housing market. However, 
a closer investigation of the local housing market over the last ten years, in many ways, 
refutes that argument.   
According to the S&P/Case-Shiller Home Price Indices, in 1998, homes in several 
metropolitan areas across the United States, including Tampa, began a six to eight year 
period of rapid appreciation. (http://www.standardandpoors.com, 2008) The presence of 
this intensive home-value appreciation, as well as a thriving new home construction 
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industry, supports the rationale for the high percentage of people in New Tampa, in 2000, 
who had only been living in their current home for one year of less, as well as the small 
percentage of individuals who had lived in their home for longer than five years. 
However, from 2001-2006, homes in Tampa continued rapid appreciation; some 
appreciated as much as 80% of their original value. (http://www.standardandpoors.com, 
2008) According to local real estate data, (In the Tampa area, the housing market peaked 
in the spring of 2005, began declining in 2006, and has continued to fall into a state of 
instability ever since (First in Real Estate, 2008). However, at the time of data collection 
for this study, the real estate market had only just begun its downward slide, and 
informants had been experiencing several years of significant appreciation on their 
homes. Yet, nearly 46% of the sampled individuals in this study responded that they had 
resided in their current home for five years or longer, compared to 19.6% of people for all 
of New Tampa in 2000, even in the face of, in many cases, having made unprecedented 
appreciation on their property.  
These findings raise several important questions. What are the reasons 
surrounding these individuals’ decisions not to sell their home and relocate to another 
community? While some of these reasons are no doubt personal in nature, and 
subsequently beyond the scope of this study, other possible motivations start to come to 
light, which need to be closely analyzed qualitatively. For example, did the need for 
personal safety, or the unwavering desire for private governance keep these people from 
moving out of Hunter’s Green, Arbor Greene, or Grand Hampton? Was it the undeniable 
aesthetic appeal of the community, and the peaceful feelings that driving through the 
front gate invoke on a daily basis that motivated informants to not relocate? Or, was it 
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simply the privacy that the walls and gates provide, or the deed restrictions which 
continue to maintain property values thus protecting their evermore lucrative investment? 
These were the many topics which were investigated in the semi-structured interview 
component of the study as reasons for moving into as well as not moving out of Hunter’s 
Green, Arbor Greene, and Grand Hampton, and which were discussed in more length in 
the qualitative analysis chapter. 
Why This Community? (Quantitative Analysis) 
 Which factors were the most important to informants of this study when selecting 
which neighborhood they would move into? This was the first question asked in Section 
One of the survey that was distributed to the sampling frame of six hundred randomly 
selected individuals from Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton. Seven ten-
point Likert Scales were used to rate how important the following factors were to the 
informants when deciding to move into one of the three gated communities, with one 
being the least important and ten being the most important: (1) Security; (2) Aesthetic 
Appeal; (3) Maintaining Property Values; (4) Community Interaction; (5) Privacy; (6) 
Amenities; and (7) Private Governance. 
 Since much of the census data obtained from Section Three of the survey were 
collected and subsequently coded in a qualitative/categorical nature (race/ethnicity, 
gender, etc.), and the data for the seven pull-factors from Section One of the survey were 
measured with ordinal scales, a linear relationship between the variables could not be 
assumed. To that end, neither the Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlation Test, nor the 
Spearman’s Coefficient Test were appropriate to be used to determine a statistical 
relationship between these variables. Instead, the results from the seven ten-point Likert 
 73 
 
 
 
 
Scales in Section One of the 171 surveys that were completed and returned were 
compiled and tabulated into seven tables showing the distribution of responses given by 
the informants. 
 However, prior to creating these seven tables, the data were taken from their raw 
form on the individual surveys, coded (a copy of the coding sheet is attached as Appendix 
D), and tabulated into a master spreadsheet to prepare for statistical analysis. Next, the 
seven ten-point Likert Scales had to be recoded into seven nine-point scales, respectively. 
Since the ten-point Likert Scales had a median of five and a half, responses of five or six 
were averaged together to create one neutral response of five when tabulating the data 
obtained from each of the scales. Consequently, responses with an original value of one, 
two, three, or four retained the same coding, and responses with an original value of 
seven, eight, nine, or ten were recoded downward by one digit to six through nine 
respectively, thus maintaining the original meaning of the respondents’ viewpoints. 
While one obvious limitation was that not all informants who chose a response of five or 
six for a particular ten-point Likert Scale would be counted when using this averaging 
strategy, this recoding method allowed for the creation of three equally-sized groups: (1) 
(labeled: %1-3 on the tables below) those with a negative viewpoint or a viewpoint of 
disagreement or unimportance (a response of one through three); (2) (labeled %4-6 on the 
tables below) those with a neutral viewpoint (a response of four through six); and (3) 
(labeled %7-9 on the tables below) those with a positive viewpoint or a viewpoint of 
agreement or importance (a response of seven through nine). In this case, the benefits of 
being able to carry out comparative statistical analysis on three equally-sized groups 
outweighed the limitation associated with averaging responses five and six.  
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The goal of this procedure was to determine, at an extensive level, the relationship 
between the demographic makeup of an individual, and those pull-factors which were 
influential when deciding to move into Hunter’s Green, Arbor Greene, or Grand 
Hampton. For example, are women more likely to be looking for community interaction 
than men? Are individuals with children more likely to be concerned with living within a 
gated entrance to enable a sense of security? Seven tables were created (one for each 
pull-factor), and comparative analysis was conducted to determine how different 
demographic variables influenced motivations for moving into a gated community, as 
well as the perceptions of life that individuals have within their respective community. 
This comparative analysis was focused on analyzing the three equally-sized groups which 
were created by transforming the seven ten-point Likert Scale into seven nine-point 
Likert Scale, respectively.  
The data for these three equal groups (viewpoint of unimportance, neutral 
viewpoint, and a viewpoint of importance) were obtained by finding the sum of the three 
percentages denoting each type of viewpoint for every demographic variable. For 
example, the category “%1-3” was created by adding up all three percentages which 
coincided with responses of one, two, and three for each demographic variable. It is 
important to note that percentages for all of the responses were found after finding the 
median of individuals who originally responded with a five or a six, thus using an 
adjusted count total as a denominator for each of the demographic variables. In each of 
the seven tables below, the group with the highest percentage for each demographic 
variable was flagged to allow for more concise comparative analysis. Table 6.3 shows the 
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distribution of responses given by the informants with regards to “desire for security” 
when deciding to move into their respective gated community.  
Table 6.3 The relationships between the informants’ desire for security within their 
respective gated community, and the demographic makeup of the sample. 
Demographic 
Variable Categories 
Descriptive 
Statistics 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
% 
1-3 
% 
4-6 
% 
7-9 
Gender Male Count 5 3 3 2 7 10 16 7 20 73       
  
  Percentage (%) 6.8 4.1 4.1 2.7 9.6 13.7 21.9 9.6 27.4 100.0 15.1 26.0 58.9 
  
Female Count 5 3 5 0 6 8 17 8 31 83       
  
  Percentage (%) 6.0 3.6 6.0 0.0 7.2 9.6 20.5 9.6 37.3 100.0 15.7 16.8 67.5 
Age Young Count 1 2 3 0 5 4 4 5 13 37       
  
  Percentage (%) 2.7 5.4 8.1 0.0 13.5 10.8 10.8 13.5 35.1 100.0 16.2 24.3 59.5 
  
Middle-
Aged Count 7 2 5 2 7 12 28 8 33 104       
  
  Percentage (%) 6.7 1.9 4.8 1.9 6.7 11.5 26.9 7.7 31.7 100.0 13.5 20.2 66.3 
  
Elderly-
Aged Count 1 2 0 0 1 2 2 2 5 15       
  
  Percentage (%) 6.7 13.3 0.0 0.0 6.7 13.3 13.3 13.3 33.3 100.0 20.0 20.0 60.0 
Race White Count 9 6 7 2 12 15 32 12 40 135       
  
  Percentage (%) 6.7 4.4 5.2 1.5 8.9 11.1 23.7 8.9 29.6 100.0 16.3 21.5 62.2 
  
Non-White Count 1 0 1 0 1 2 2 3 9 19       
  
  Percentage (%) 5.3 0.0 5.3 0.0 5.3 10.5 10.5 15.8 47.4 100.0 10.5 15.8 73.7 
Income Level 
Low 
Income Count 1 0 0 0 2 0 5 2 8 18       
  
  Percentage (%) 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 27.8 11.1 44.4 100.0 5.6 11.1 83.3 
  
Medium 
Income Count 5 3 3 0 6 10 17 5 15 64       
  
  Percentage (%) 7.8 4.7 4.7 0.0 9.4 15.6 26.6 7.8 23.4 100.0 17.2 25.0 57.8 
  
High 
Income Count 3 3 5 1 4 7 9 5 19 56       
  
  Percentage (%) 5.4 5.4 8.9 1.8 7.1 12.5 16.1 8.9 33.9 100.0 19.6 21.4 58.9 
Marital 
Status Single Count 2 0 1 0 2 1 6 3 6 21       
  
  Percentage (%) 9.5 0.0 4.8 0.0 9.5 4.8 28.6 14.3 28.6 100.0 14.3 14.3 71.4 
  
Married Count 8 6 7 2 11 17 29 12 44 136       
  
  Percentage (%) 5.9 4.4 5.1 1.5 7.7 12.5 21.3 8.8 32.4 99.6 15.4 21.7 62.5 
Children 
No 
Children Count 6 4 3 0 7 5 22 9 25 81       
  
  Percentage (%) 7.4 4.9 3.7 0.0 8.6 6.2 27.2 11.1 30.9 100.0 16.0 14.8 69.1 
  
Children Count 4 2 5 2 6 13 13 6 25 76       
  
  Percentage (%) 5.3 2.6 6.6 2.6 7.9 17.1 17.1 7.9 32.9 100.0 14.5 27.6 57.9 
Length of 
Residency Short Count 1 1 1 1 2 6 6 4 14 36       
  
  Percentage (%) 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 5.6 16.7 16.7 11.1 38.9 100.0 8.3 25.0 66.7 
  
Medium Count 2 2 4 0 5 4 11 5 16 49       
  
  Percentage (%) 4.1 4.1 8.2 0.0 10.2 8.2 22.4 10.2 32.7 100.0 16.3 18.4 65.3 
  
Long Count 7 3 3 1 6 8 18 6 20 72       
  
  Percentage (%) 9.7 4.2 4.2 1.4 8.3 11.1 25.0 8.3 27.8 100.0 18.1 20.8 61.1 
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Upon investigation of the above relationship between desire for security and 
various socio-economic variables a clear pattern quickly emerges. With the largest 
percentages falling in the category denoted as “% 7-9” for every demographic variable, it 
appears that the vast majority of individuals who participated in the survey component of 
this study felt that living in a secure community was very important to them when 
deciding which community to take up residence. Nevertheless, several interesting 
observations were made from Table 6.3. For example, while important to both genders, 
the data indicated that the women (67.5%) surveyed had a greater desire for security than 
did the men (58.9%) who completed the survey portion of this study. The highest 
percentages which were recorded in the “%7-9” category belonged to low income 
individuals (83.3%), Non-White individuals (73.7%), and individuals who were single, 
widowed, or divorced at the time of the study (71.4%). Perhaps the most surprising 
finding was that the data indicated that, for the informants who were surveyed, security 
seemed to be of greater importance to individuals without children (69.1%) than it was 
for people who have children (57.9%).  
This finding directly contradicts the marketing techniques employed by many real 
estate companies investigated in this study, who use imagery and advertisements 
depicting the need for parents to seek a gated community for the protection of their 
family. There are many inferences that one could make with regard to these findings. 
However, rather than produce several speculative hypotheses based solely on descriptive 
data, this information was used as a launching point for more in depth investigation and 
triangulation by means of semi-structured interviews. To that end, many of these findings 
were discussed in further detail in the qualitative results chapter of this study.  
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Table 6.4 shows the distribution of responses given by the informants with 
regards to “desire for aesthetic appeal” when deciding to move into their respective gated 
community.  
Table 6.4 The relationships between the informants’ desire for aesthetic appeal 
within their respective gated community, and the demographic makeup of the 
sample. 
Demographic 
Variable Categories 
Descriptive 
Statistics 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
% 
1-3 
% 
4-6 
% 
7-9 
Gender Male Count 1 1 2 4 4 13 17 18 16 76       
  
  Percentage (%) 1.3 1.3 2.6 5.3 5.3 17.1 22.4 23.7 21.1 100.0 5.3 27.6 67.1 
  
Female Count 2 0 1 2 4 8 15 17 36 85       
  
  Percentage (%) 2.4 0.0 1.2 2.4 4.7 9.4 17.6 20.0 42.4 100.0 3.5 16.5 80.0 
Age Young Count 0 0 0 2 2 7 6 10 14 41       
  
  Percentage (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.9 4.9 17.1 14.6 24.4 34.1 100.0 0.0 26.9 73.2 
  
Middle-
Aged Count 3 1 2 3 5 12 24 20 37 107       
  
  Percentage (%) 2.8 0.9 1.9 2.8 4.7 11.2 22.4 18.7 34.6 100.0 5.6 18.7 75.7 
  
Elderly-
Aged Count 0 0 1 1 2 2 2 4 2 14       
  
  Percentage (%) 0.0 0.0 7.1 7.1 14.3 14.3 14.3 28.6 14.3 100.0 7.1 35.7 57.1 
Race White Count 2 1 3 6 6 17 31 34 42 142       
  
  Percentage (%) 1.4 0.7 2.1 4.2 4.2 12.0 21.8 23.9 29.6 100.0 4.2 20.4 75.4 
  
Non-White Count 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 11 17       
  
  Percentage (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.8 11.8 5.9 5.9 64.7 100.0 0.0 23.5 76.5 
Income Level Low Income Count 1 0 0 1 1 1 3 4 9 20       
  
  Percentage (%) 5.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 15.0 20.0 45.0 100.0 5.0 15.0 80.0 
  
Medium 
Income Count 2 1 2 1 4 8 14 12 21 65       
  
  Percentage (%) 3.1 1.5 3.1 1.5 6.2 12.3 21.5 18.5 32.3 100.0 7.7 20.0 72.3 
  
High 
Income Count 0 0 1 4 2 8 12 14 17 58       
  
  Percentage (%) 0.0 0.0 1.7 6.9 3.4 13.8 20.7 24.1 29.3 100.0 1.7 24.1 74.1 
Marital 
Status Single Count 0 0 0 1 1 2 7 4 7 22       
  
  Percentage (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 4.5 9.1 31.8 18.2 31.8 100.0 0.0 18.2 81.8 
  
Married Count 3 1 3 5 7 19 25 31 46 140       
  
  Percentage (%) 2.1 0.7 2.1 3.6 5.0 13.6 17.9 22.1 32.9 100.0 5.0 22.1 72.9 
Children No Children Count 1 0 3 2 5 10 21 18 23 83       
  
  Percentage (%) 1.2 0.0 3.6 2.4 6.0 12.0 25.3 21.7 27.7 100.0 4.8 20.5 74.7 
  
Children Count 2 1 0 4 3 11 11 17 30 79       
  
  Percentage (%) 2.5 1.3 0.0 5.1 3.8 13.9 13.9 21.5 38.0 100.0 3.8 22.8 73.4 
Length of 
Residency Short Count 0 0 0 0 2 7 5 12 9 35       
  
  Percentage (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.7 20.0 14.3 34.3 25.7 100.0 0.0 25.7 74.3 
  
Medium Count 1 0 1 1 3 3 15 8 20 52       
  
  Percentage (%) 1.9 0.0 1.9 1.9 5.8 5.8 28.8 15.4 38.5 100.0 3.8 13.5 82.7 
  
Long Count 2 1 2 5 3 11 12 15 24 75       
  
  Percentage (%) 2.7 1.3 2.7 6.7 4.0 14.7 16.0 20.0 32.0 100.0 6.7 25.3 68.0 
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As with the informants’ desire for security, once again most respondents, 
regardless of demographic sub-group (i.e., male and female), felt that living in an 
aesthetically pleasing community was very important when making their decision to 
move into Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, or Grand Hampton. Once more, a larger 
percentage of those women (80%) surveyed a greater importance on aesthetic appeal than 
did the men informants (67.1%) in the study. With all flagged percentages falling 
between 55% and 85%, there were no unexpected findings or significant differences 
between most demographic categories. At 57.1%, elderly individuals had the lowest 
percentage recorded in the “%7-9” category, and with 82.7%, individuals who had been 
living in their respective community for between two and five years made up the greatest 
percentage.  
Of course, while wanting to live in a nicely-kept, picturesque community seems 
logical, this pull-factor has become one of the cornerstone selling points for many gated 
communities in the Tampa Bay area. Over the past few years, many homebuilders and 
planners have “themed” communities after a specific recreational concept, place, or time-
period (Ross, 1999). For example, in Land O’ Lakes, Florida, there is a gated community 
called Wilderness Lakes whose building style, landscaping, and even street signs are 
themed after the concept of being on a camping trip. Regrettably, with this prioritization 
of aesthetic appeal by builders comes unfortunate consequences to the environment, as 
well as inequitable distribution of resources. With more and more gated communities 
being themed after exotic locations and concepts, a greater number of non-indigenous 
plants are being used for landscaping. This in turn can lead to greater dependency on 
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water, as well as the occasional introduction of an invasive species which can disrupt 
balance in local ecosystems (Davis, 1998). 
While the data captured in Table 6.4 clearly show that a great deal of importance 
is placed on living in a community that is aesthetically pleasing, it is unclear as to 
whether it is the producer or the consumer which is the driving force behind this 
phenomenon. Are homebuyers’ desires to live in a utopian paradise fueling this recent 
paradigm shift in homebuilding, as builders are simply “giving the people what they 
want”? Or, is this need for natural perfection felt by consumers an “imagineered” creation 
of builders, real estate agents, and planners to manufacture an increase in property values 
and home sale prices (Ross, 1999)? These intensive (Sayer 1984, 1992, 2000) questions 
were investigated in detail during the semi-structured interview portion of the study and 
will be discussed in further detail in the qualitative analysis chapter.  
Table 6.5 shows the distribution of responses given by the informants with 
regards to “desire to maintain property values” when deciding to move into their 
respective gated community.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 80 
 
 
 
 
Table 6.5 The relationships between the informants’ desire to maintain their 
property value within their respective gated community, and the demographic 
makeup of the sample. 
Demographic 
Variables Categories 
Descriptive 
Statistics 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
% 
1-3 
% 
4-6 
% 
7-9 
Gender Male Count 1 2 0 2 3 6 19 12 33 78       
  
 Percentage (%) 1.3 2.6 0.0 2.6 3.8 7.7 24.4 15.4 42.3 100.0 3.8 14.1 82.1 
  
Female Count 1 0 2 2 3 9 9 18 41 85       
  
 Percentage (%) 1.2 0.0 2.4 2.4 3.5 10.6 10.6 21.2 48.2 100.0 3.5 16.5 80.0 
Age Young Count 0 0 1 0 2 7 8 7 15 40       
  
  Percentage (%) 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 5.0 17.5 20.0 17.5 37.5 100.0 2.5 22.5 75.0 
  
Middle-
Aged Count 2 1 1 4 3 6 19 22 50 108       
  
 Percentage (%) 1.9 0.9 0.9 3.7 2.8 5.6 17.6 20.4 46.3 100.0 3.7 12.0 84.3 
  
Elderly-
Aged Count 0 1 0 0 1 2 1 1 9 15       
  
  Percentage (%) 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 6.7 13.3 6.7 6.7 60.0 100.0 6.7 20.0 73.3 
Race White Count 2 2 1 3 6 14 27 22 65 142       
  
  Percentage (%) 1.4 1.4 0.7 2.1 4.2 9.9 19.0 15.5 45.8 100.0 3.5 16.2 80.3 
  
Non-White Count 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 8 8 19       
  
 Percentage (%) 0.0 0.0 5.3 0.0 0.0 5.3 5.3 42.1 42.1 100.0 5.3 5.3 89.5 
Income Level Low Income Count 0 1 0 1 0 2 1 7 8 20       
  
 Percentage (%) 0.0 5.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 10.0 5.0 35.0 40.0 100.0 5.0 15.0 80.0 
  
Medium 
Income Count 2 0 1 1 2 6 12 11 33 68       
  
  Percentage (%) 2.9 0.0 1.5 1.5 2.9 8.8 17.6 16.2 48.5 100.0 4.4 13.2 82.4 
  
High 
Income Count 0 1 1 2 4 7 10 9 23 57       
  
  Percentage (%) 0.0 1.8 1.8 3.5 7.0 12.3 17.5 15.8 40.4 100.0 3.5 22.8 73.7 
Marital 
Status Single Count 0 1 0 0 1 4 5 4 8 23       
  
 Percentage (%) 0.0 4.3 0.0 0.0 4.3 17.4 21.7 17.4 34.8 100.0 4.3 21.7 73.9 
  
Married Count 2 1 2 4 5 11 23 26 67 141       
  
 Percentage (%) 1.4 0.7 1.4 2.8 3.5 7.8 16.3 18.4 47.5 100.0 3.5 14.2 82.3 
Children No Children Count 1 2 1 2 3 8 14 16 38 85       
  
  Percentage (%) 1.2 2.4 1.2 2.4 3.5 9.4 16.5 18.8 44.7 100.0 4.7 15.3 80.0 
  
Children Count 1 0 1 2 3 7 14 14 37 79       
  
  Percentage (%) 1.3 0.0 1.3 2.5 3.8 8.9 17.7 17.7 46.8 100.0 2.5 15.2 82.3 
Length of 
Residency Short Count 0 0 0 0 2 3 8 11 11 35       
  
 Percentage (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.7 8.6 22.9 31.4 31.4 100.0 0.0 14.3 85.7 
  
Medium Count 1 1 1 1 2 6 9 6 25 52       
  
  Percentage (%) 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 3.8 11.5 17.3 11.5 48.1 100.0 5.8 17.3 76.9 
  
Long Count 1 1 1 3 2 6 11 13 39 77       
  
  Percentage (%) 1.3 1.3 1.3 3.9 2.6 7.8 14.3 16.9 50.6 100.0 3.9 14.3 81.8 
 
In their investigations of residents’ motivations for moving into gated 
communities, both Theresa Caldeira (2000) and Setha Lowe (2003) found the desire for 
maintaining property values to be one of the most influential pull-factors for homebuyers. 
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To that end, it is not surprising to find that the largest percentage for each of the 
demographic variables investigated fell under the “%7-9” category. With percentages in 
this category ranging from 70%-90%, it is evident that respondents in this study felt that 
maintaining property values was a very important consideration when deciding to move 
into the three gated communities investigated in this study. Additionally, there was little 
variation in percentages between different demographic sub-groups. 
Interestingly, with 73.3%, elderly-aged respondents (age over 70) had the lowest 
percentage recorded in the “%7-9” category. Is this because these aged individuals did 
not purchase their house as a long-term investment, but rather as a home in which to live 
out their final years? However, it is important to note that this demographic sub-group 
was only comprised of fifteen informants. To that end, one must temper any conclusions 
made from this finding alone. Nevertheless, this very question was discussed with a 
seventy-eight-year-old respondent during a semi-structured interview. Discussions with 
this individual on this topic produced a more in depth understanding as to the perceptions 
he/she had, as well as those of other residents living in his/her gated community 
regarding how owning a home in a restricted-access neighborhood can maintain property 
values. Excerpts from this interview, as well as other interviews investigating the desire 
to move into gated communities as a way of maintaining property values, will be covered 
in more detail in the qualitative results chapter.  
Table 6.6 shows the distribution of responses given by the informants with 
regards to “desire for community interaction” when deciding to move into their 
respective gated community.  
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Table 6.6 The relationships between the informants’ desire for community 
interaction within their respective gated community, and the demographic makeup 
of the sample. 
Demographic 
Variable Categories 
Descriptive 
Statistics 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
% 
1-3 
% 
4-6 
% 
7-9 
Gender Male Count 6 3 10 7 13 8 11 3 7 68       
  
  Percentage (%) 8.8 4.4 14.7 10.3 19.1 11.8 16.2 4.4 10.3 100.0 27.9 41.2 30.9 
  
Female Count 5 7 5 2 10 13 18 9 10 79       
  
  Percentage (%) 6.3 8.9 6.3 2.5 12.7 16.5 22.8 11.4 12.7 100.0 21.5 31.7 46.8 
Age Young Count 1 3 3 3 5 5 8 4 5 37       
  
  Percentage (%) 2.7 8.1 8.1 8.1 13.5 13.5 21.6 10.8 13.5 100.0 18.9 35.1 45.9 
  
Middle-
Aged Count 8 5 8 6 16 14 19 8 11 95       
  
  Percentage (%) 8.4 5.3 8.4 6.3 16.8 14.7 20.0 8.4 11.6 100.0 22.1 37.9 40.0 
  
Elderly-
Aged Count 2 2 4 0 2 1 2 0 1 14       
  
  Percentage (%) 14.3 14.3 28.6 0.0 14.3 7.1 14.3 0.0 7.1 100.0 57.1 21.4 21.4 
Race White Count 9 10 14 7 20 18 23 10 15 126       
  
  Percentage (%) 7.1 7.9 11.1 5.6 15.9 14.3 18.3 7.9 11.9 100.0 26.2 35.7 38.1 
  
Non-White Count 2 0 1 2 2 1 6 2 2 18       
  
  Percentage (%) 11.1 0.0 5.6 11.1 11.1 5.6 33.3 11.1 11.1 100.0 16.7 27.8 55.6 
Income Level 
Low 
Income Count 1 0 1 2 4 2 3 1 2 16       
  
  Percentage (%) 6.3 0.0 6.3 12.5 25.0 12.5 18.8 6.3 12.5 100.0 12.5 50.0 37.5 
  
Medium 
Income Count 8 3 6 4 9 8 11 4 6 59       
  
  Percentage (%) 13.6 5.1 10.2 6.8 15.3 13.6 18.6 6.8 10.2 100.0 28.8 35.6 35.6 
  
High 
Income Count 2 7 6 2 7 4 11 7 8 54       
  
  Percentage (%) 3.7 13.0 11.1 3.7 13.0 7.4 20.4 13.0 14.8 100.0 27.8 24.1 48.1 
Marital 
Status Single Count 2 1 1 2 4 3 4 1 2 20       
  
  Percentage (%) 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 20.0 15.0 20.0 5.0 10.0 100.0 20.0 45.0 35.0 
  
Married Count 9 9 14 7 19 18 25 11 15 127       
  
  Percentage (%) 7.1 7.1 11.0 5.5 15.0 14.2 19.7 8.7 11.8 100.0 25.2 34.7 40.2 
Children 
No 
Children Count 7 5 9 5 14 10 12 5 6 73       
  
  Percentage (%) 9.6 6.8 12.3 6.8 19.2 13.7 16.4 6.8 8.2 100.0 28.8 39.7 31.5 
  
Children Count 4 5 6 4 8 11 17 7 11 73       
  
  Percentage (%) 5.5 6.8 8.2 5.5 11.0 15.1 23.3 9.6 15.1 100.0 20.5 31.5 47.9 
Length of 
Residency Short Count 2 2 0 3 6 3 6 6 3 31       
  
  Percentage (%) 6.5 6.5 0.0 9.7 19.4 9.7 19.4 19.4 9.7 100.0 12.9 38.7 48.4 
  
Medium Count 6 3 4 4 8 6 6 2 7 46       
  
  Percentage (%) 13.0 6.5 8.7 8.7 17.4 13.0 13.0 4.3 15.2 100.0 28.3 39.1 32.6 
  
Long Count 3 5 11 2 8 12 17 4 7 69       
  
  Percentage (%) 4.3 7.2 15.9 2.9 11.6 17.4 24.6 5.8 10.1 100.0 27.5 31.9 40.6 
 
Analysis of Table 6.6 produced some interesting results with regard to the level of 
importance that different demographic sub-groups place on community interaction when 
deciding which community to take up residence. Unlike the universal importance placed, 
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regardless of demographic sub-group, on the need for security, aesthetic appeal, or the 
maintenance of property values, there were several disparities found between 
demographic sub-groups in Table 6.6. For example, women appeared to place a lot of 
importance on community interaction, while the men respondents maintained a more 
neutral desire to interact socially. Moreover, the majority of elderly-aged (age over 70) 
respondents expressed a rather apathetic viewpoint regarding the desire for community 
interaction within their respective neighborhoods when compared to that of younger 
individuals. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the majority of individuals with children placed a 
greater deal of importance to be socially active than did informants without children. 
  For the most part these findings are logical in that younger individuals are more 
likely to have families, and, therefore, a desire, as well as an avenue (i.e. play dates, 
youth sports), to seek out other young families like themselves in a community 
environment. Furthermore, one could infer that in an “elite gated community” (Blakely 
and Snyder, 1997), such as Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, or Grand Hampton, there may 
be a greater proportion of stay-at-home wives, thus generating the need to live in a 
community which fosters social interaction. As individuals become older, their children 
become more independent and eventually move out, thus redefining the need for, or at 
least the types of, social interaction that are needed.  However, to substantiate any 
conclusions made by these relationships, in-depth ethnographic research was conducted, 
and will be discussed in the qualitative analysis chapter.  
Table 6.7 shows the distribution of responses given by the informants with 
regards to “desire for privacy” when deciding to move into their respective gated 
community.  
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Table 6.7 The relationships between the informants’ desire for privacy within their 
respective gated community, and the demographic makeup of the sample. 
Demographic 
Variable Categories 
Descriptive 
Statistics 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
% 
1-3 
% 
4-6 
% 
7-9 
Gender Male Count 3 1 3 3 8 14 12 8 20 72       
  
 Percentage (%) 4.2 1.4 4.2 4.2 11.1 19.4 16.7 11.1 27.8 100.0 9.7 34.7 55.6 
  
Female Count 4 5 4 3 10 9 12 6 26 79       
  
  Percentage (%) 5.1 6.3 5.1 3.8 12.7 11.4 15.2 7.6 32.9 100.0 16.5 27.9 55.7 
Age Young Count 2 3 1 3 6 4 3 4 10 36       
  
  Percentage (%) 5.6 8.3 2.8 8.3 16.7 11.1 8.3 11.1 27.8 100.0 16.7 36.1 47.2 
  
Middle-
Aged Count 4 3 6 3 9 18 20 9 31 103       
  
 Percentage (%) 3.9 2.9 5.8 2.9 8.7 17.5 19.4 8.7 30.1 100.0 12.6 29.1 58.3 
  
Elderly-
Aged Count 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 1 6 12       
  
  Percentage (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 8.3 8.3 8.3 50.0 100.0 0.0 33.3 66.7 
Race White Count 6 6 7 5 16 21 20 12 38 131       
  
  Percentage (%) 4.6 4.6 5.3 3.8 12.2 16.0 15.3 9.2 29.0 100.0 14.5 32.1 53.4 
  
Non-White Count 1 0 0 1 1 1 4 2 8 18       
  
 Percentage (%) 5.6 0.0 0.0 5.6 5.6 5.6 22.2 11.1 44.4 100.0 5.6 16.7 77.8 
Income Level Low Income Count 0 1 1 0 2 4 2 2 6 18       
  
 Percentage (%) 0.0 5.6 5.6 0.0 11.1 22.2 11.1 11.1 33.3 100.0 11.1 33.3 55.6 
  
Medium 
Income Count 4 0 2 3 9 8 11 6 17 60       
  
  Percentage (%) 6.7 0.0 3.3 5.0 15.0 13.3 18.3 10.0 28.3 100.0 10.0 33.3 56.7 
  
High 
Income Count 2 4 4 2 6 8 9 5 15 55       
  
  Percentage (%) 3.6 7.3 7.3 3.6 10.9 14.5 16.4 9.1 27.3 100.0 18.2 29.1 52.7 
Marital 
Status Single Count 1 0 1 0 3 3 4 1 8 21       
  
 Percentage (%) 4.8 0.0 4.8 0.0 14.3 14.3 19.0 4.8 38.1 100.0 9.5 28.6 61.9 
  
Married Count 6 6 6 6 15 20 20 13 39 131       
  
 Percentage (%) 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 11.5 15.3 15.3 9.9 29.8 100.0 13.7 31.3 55.0 
Children No Children Count 3 1 4 2 9 11 15 8 26 79       
  
  Percentage (%) 3.8 1.3 5.1 2.5 11.4 13.9 19.0 10.1 32.9 100.0 10.1 27.9 62.0 
  
Children Count 4 5 3 4 9 12 9 6 21 73       
  
  Percentage (%) 5.5 6.8 4.1 5.5 12.3 16.4 12.3 8.2 28.8 100.0 16.4 34.2 49.3 
Length of 
Residency Short Count 2 0 0 2 4 5 9 2 10 34       
  
 Percentage (%) 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 11.8 14.7 26.5 5.9 29.4 100.0 5.9 32.4 61.8 
  
Medium Count 1 2 1 2 6 6 7 8 15 48       
  
  Percentage (%) 2.1 4.2 2.1 4.2 12.5 12.5 14.6 16.7 31.3 100.0 8.3 29.2 62.5 
  
Long Count 4 4 6 2 8 12 8 4 22 70       
  
  Percentage (%) 5.7 5.7 8.6 2.9 11.4 17.1 11.4 5.7 31.4 100.0 20.0 31.4 48.6 
 
The desire for privacy, seclusion, and limited access to outsiders is one of the 
fundamental forces which has been driving the creation of gated communities throughout 
much of the Unite States over the last several decades (Low, 2003). To that end, it was 
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expected to discover that most informants, regardless of demographic sub-group, felt that 
the need for privacy was important when deciding to move into a restricted-access 
community. Initially, there was little difference in percentages between many of the 
various demographic sub-groups noticed. However, upon closer investigation, a couple of 
interesting variations between certain demographic sub-groups emerged.  
For example, the desire for privacy appears to increase with age. Only 47.2% of 
young respondents (age less than 40) responded that the need for privacy was an 
important consideration when buying a house in their community. Conversely, with a 
percentage of 58.3%, a greater number of informants between the ages of 41 and 70 
(middle aged) felt that privacy was an important component of their neighborhood. 
Likewise, with a percentage of 66.7%, the vast majority of those respondents over the age 
of 70 (elderly aged) placed a lot of importance on the desire for privacy when deciding to 
move into Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, or Grand Hampton. Another interesting 
observation made from Table 6.7 was that a greater percentage of individuals without 
children (62%) defined the desire for privacy as an important pull-factor than did those 
informants in this study with children (49.3%). 
One of the repercussions of this desire for privacy has been the fortification of 
individual neighborhoods within gated communities. Even individuals who reside within 
the gated community as a whole cannot enter certain neighborhoods unless they are a 
resident of that specific neighborhood. To that end, issues of economic segregation and 
classism have been raised by many academics, such as Edward J. Blakely and Mary Gail 
Snyder (1997), regarding how gated communities are completely isolated from the 
outside world, including from other gated neighborhoods which may share the same 
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residential space. As is the case in Arbor Greene and Hunter’s Green, only the financially 
elite can afford the costly homes located inside these secluded neighborhoods, and other 
residents who bought a less expensive home within the community are restricted access 
to these neighborhoods. Interestingly, when looking at Table 6.7 it is observed that the 
majority of individuals from all three levels of income (low, medium, and high) place a 
great deal of importance on living in a community that prioritizes privacy.  
However, how do residents feel when their income level influences the level of 
privacy offered to them within a gated community? Are they even aware of any 
distinction between the levels of privacy within their community, or are residents too 
preoccupied enjoying the privacy afforded to them by having access to the gates of the 
main community, that they aren’t even aware that they too are outsiders looking in? 
During the semi-structured interview component of this study, these types of questions 
were asked to individuals living both outside and inside of the “gates within the gates” to 
determine the perceptions that residents had regarding the micro-partitioning of their 
respective gated community. The information derived from those interviews was used to 
substantiate any findings made from Table 6.7, and will be discussed in the qualitative 
analysis chapter.  
Table 6.8 shows the distribution of responses given by the informants regarding 
“desire for amenities” when deciding to move into their respective gated community.  
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Table 6.8 The relationships between the informants’ desire for amenities within 
their respective gated community, and the demographic makeup of the sample. 
Demographic 
Variable Categories 
Descriptive 
Statistics 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
% 
1-3 
% 
4-6 
% 
7-9 
Gender Male Count 4 3 3 6 8 13 16 10 9 72       
  
  Percentage (%) 5.6 4.2 4.2 8.3 11.1 18.1 22.2 13.9 12.5 100.0 13.9 37.5 48.6 
  
Female Count 5 4 5 4 9 8 18 11 15 79       
  
  Percentage (%) 6.3 5.1 6.3 5.1 11.4 10.1 22.8 13.9 19.0 100.0 17.7 26.6 55.7 
Age Young Count 1 2 5 3 3 3 10 7 6 40       
  
 Percentage (%) 2.5 5.0 12.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 25.0 17.5 15.0 100.0 20.0 22.5 57.5 
  
Middle-
Aged Count 7 5 3 5 11 15 22 14 18 100       
  
  Percentage (%) 7.0 5.0 3.0 5.0 11.0 15.0 22.0 14.0 18.0 100.0 15.0 31.0 54.0 
  
Elderly-
Aged Count 1 0 0 2 4 2 2 0 1 12       
  
  Percentage (%) 8.3 0.0 0.0 16.7 33.3 16.7 16.7 0.0 8.3 100.0 8.3 66.6 25.0 
Race White Count 7 7 7 9 16 19 30 18 19 132       
  
 Percentage (%) 5.3 5.3 5.3 6.8 11.7 14.4 22.7 13.6 14.4 99.6 15.9 33.0 50.8 
  
Non-White Count 2 0 1 1 1 0 4 3 6 18       
  
  Percentage (%) 11.1 0.0 5.6 5.6 5.6 0.0 22.2 16.7 33.3 100.0 16.7 11.1 72.2 
Income Level 
Low 
Income Count 1 0 3 0 3 0 4 4 2 17       
  
  Percentage (%) 5.9 0.0 17.6 0.0 17.6 0.0 23.5 23.5 11.8 100.0 23.5 17.6 58.8 
  
Medium 
Income Count 6 3 2 4 6 9 16 6 11 63       
  
 Percentage (%) 9.5 4.8 3.2 6.3 9.5 14.3 25.4 9.5 17.5 100.0 17.5 30.2 52.4 
  
High 
Income Count 2 3 3 6 4 10 11 8 9 56       
  
 Percentage (%) 3.6 5.4 5.4 10.7 7.1 17.9 19.6 14.3 16.1 100.0 14.3 35.7 50.0 
Marital Status Single Count 1 1 1 1 2 4 6 4 2 22       
  
  Percentage (%) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 9.1 18.2 27.3 18.2 9.1 100.0 13.6 31.8 54.5 
  
Married Count 8 6 7 9 16 17 28 17 23 131       
  
  Percentage (%) 6.1 4.6 5.3 6.9 11.8 13.0 21.4 13.0 17.6 99.6 16.0 31.7 51.9 
Children 
No 
Children Count 7 2 3 6 10 11 15 11 12 77       
  
 Percentage (%) 9.1 2.6 3.9 7.8 13.0 14.3 19.5 14.3 15.6 100.0 15.6 35.1 49.4 
  
Children Count 2 5 5 4 7 10 19 10 13 75       
  
 Percentage (%) 2.7 6.7 6.7 5.3 9.3 13.3 25.3 13.3 17.3 100.0 16.0 28.0 56.0 
Length of 
Residency Short Count 0 1 4 3 3 3 4 9 7 34       
  
  Percentage (%) 0.0 2.9 11.8 8.8 8.8 8.8 11.8 26.5 20.6 100.0 14.7 26.5 58.8 
  
Medium Count 3 4 2 3 6 4 13 8 6 49       
  
  Percentage (%) 6.1 8.2 4.1 6.1 12.2 8.2 26.5 16.3 12.2 100.0 18.4 26.5 55.1 
  
Long Count 6 2 2 4 9 14 17 4 12 70       
  
  Percentage (%) 8.6 2.9 2.9 5.7 12.9 20.0 24.3 5.7 17.1 100.0 14.3 38.6 47.1 
 
Many of the real estate marketing materials investigated regarding Grand 
Hampton showed individuals walking nature trails, swimming in an Olympic-size pool, 
or playing tennis on professional courts. This type of imagery has become ubiquitous 
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with the promotion of “elite” gated communities (Blakely and Snyder, 1997). These 
communities want to invoke feelings of serenity and relaxation which often are 
associated with being on a vacation. To that end, many gated community planners design 
amenities in a way that creates the perception of being on a lifelong vacation for its 
residents. As evidenced by Table 6.8, the vast majority of individuals, regardless of 
demographic sub-group, moved into Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, or Grand Hampton 
to enjoy the state-of-the-art amenities offered by their respective community.  
The only exception to this finding was with elderly-aged (age over 70) 
informants, in which the majority (66.6%) were neutral towards the need of amenities 
within their community. Perhaps this is due to the fact that senior citizens generally have 
less mobility, as well as no children living at home, when compared to younger 
individuals, and would therefore derive less pleasure from amenities such as tennis courts 
or parks. However, to understand such individualistic reasons for this general lack of 
need of amenities by respondents over seventy years of age requires more comprehensive 
ethnographic research. 
Indeed, the need for amenities appeared to be quite important to most informants 
in this study. However, how often do these individuals actually use the amenities that 
they prioritized as an important factor in their decision to move into their respective 
community in the first place? Table 6.9 shows the descriptive statistics for how often the 
171 informants actually used the amenities within their respective communities at the 
time of data collection for this study.  
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Table 6.9 A statistical breakdown of how often informants used the different 
amenities within their respective gated community 
 
Use of Amenities 
 
 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Swimming Pool / Hot Tub 127 1 5 1.50 
Health Club (Gym) 128 1 5 2.20 
Tennis / Racquetball / 
Basketball Courts 147 1 5 1.39 
Clubhouse 142 1 5 1.42 
Parks / Green Spaces 149 1 5 1.99 
Golf Course 72 1 5 1.81 
 
Prior to tabulation, the raw data presented in Table 6.9 were coded as follows: (1) 
If the informant used the particular amenity less than once a month; (2) If the informant 
used the particular amenity at least once a month; (3) If the informant used the particular 
amenity at least once a week; (4) If the informant used the particular amenity at least 
three times a week; and (5) If the informant used the amenity at least once a day. To 
prevent the descriptive statistics from being unintentionally skewed, all missing data or 
data which indicated that a particular amenity was not available in an informant’s 
community were omitted from the statistical tests displayed in Table 6.9. The minimum 
and maximum coded value for each amenity was found to determine the range of use for 
each recreational facility. Most importantly, the mean was found for each amenity to 
determine the average amount of time that informants in this study were using the 
different amenities within Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton. Finally 
the “N” column in Table 6.9 represented the total number of individual respondents for 
each amenity (not including those informants who indicated that a particular amenity was 
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not available in their respective community). It should be noted that, at the time of this 
study, Hunter’s Green was the only community of the three to have a golf course. As a 
result, the “N” value for golf course is significantly less than that of the other amenities. 
 Upon investigation of Table 6.9, it was observed that the frequency of use for 
each amenity ranged from the amenity being used less than once a month (1) to the 
informant using the amenity on a daily basis (5). However, the mean was less than two 
for five of the six amenities indicating that the average informant who answered this 
portion of the survey used each of these amenities once a month or less. Only the health 
club had a mean that was greater than two (2.20), which indicates that the average 
respondent worked out at their respective community’s health club between once a week 
and once a month at the time surveys for this study were collected.  
Considering the expense (CDD and HOA fees) associated with living in a gated 
community that provides its residents with first-class amenities, one might wonder 
whether or not individuals living in Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, or Grand Hampton 
are getting their money’s worth out of these amenities. Why doesn’t the desire for 
amenities which appeared to be universally shared by most informants in this study, as 
indicated in Table 6.8, lead to more regular use of these facilities and equipment once 
individuals move into the community? This apparent dichotomy was explored 
exhaustively through the use of semi-structured interviews, and will be discussed in more 
detail in the qualitative analysis chapter.  
Table 6.10 shows the distribution of responses given by the informants with 
regards to “desire for private governance” when deciding to move into their respective 
gated community. 
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Table 6.10 The relationships between the informants’ desire for private governance 
within their respective gated community, and the demographic makeup of the 
sample. 
Demographic 
Variable Categories 
Descriptive 
Statistics 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total 
% 
1-3 
% 
4-6 
% 
7-9 
Gender Male Count 7 8 6 5 12 9 11 4 7 69       
  
  Percentage (%) 10.1 11.6 8.7 7.2 17.4 13.0 15.9 5.8 10.1 100.0 30.4 37.7 31.9 
  
Female Count 13 10 3 3 13 8 9 4 12 75       
  
  Percentage (%) 17.3 13.3 4.0 4.0 17.3 10.7 12.0 5.3 16.0 100.0 34.7 32.0 33.3 
Age Young Count 6 6 3 4 6 3 3 1 4 36       
  
  Percentage (%) 16.7 16.7 8.3 11.1 16.7 8.3 8.3 2.8 11.1 100.0 41.7 36.1 22.2 
  
Middle-
Aged Count 13 11 5 4 16 14 15 6 11 95       
  
  Percentage (%) 13.7 11.6 5.3 4.2 16.8 14.7 15.8 6.3 11.6 100.0 30.5 35.8 33.7 
  
Elderly-
Aged Count 1 1 1 0 3 0 3 1 3 13       
  
  Percentage (%) 7.7 7.7 7.7 0.0 23.1 0.0 23.1 7.7 23.1 100.0 23.1 23.1 53.8 
Race White Count 17 16 8 7 23 13 18 8 15 125       
  
  Percentage (%) 13.6 12.8 6.4 5.6 18.0 10.4 14.4 6.4 12.0 99.6 32.8 34.0 32.8 
  
Non-White Count 2 2 1 1 2 3 3 0 4 18       
  
  Percentage (%) 11.1 11.1 5.6 5.6 11.1 16.7 16.7 0.0 22.2 100.0 27.8 33.3 38.9 
Income Level 
Low 
Income Count 4 0 1 0 4 2 2 1 2 16       
  
  Percentage (%) 25.0 0.0 6.3 0.0 25.0 12.5 12.5 6.3 12.5 100.0 31.3 37.5 31.3 
  
Medium 
Income Count 8 5 3 3 11 5 12 5 6 58       
  
  Percentage (%) 13.8 8.6 5.2 5.2 19.0 8.6 20.7 8.6 10.3 100.0 27.6 32.8 39.7 
  
High 
Income Count 7 11 5 3 7 8 5 2 5 53       
  
  Percentage (%) 13.2 20.8 9.4 5.7 13.2 15.1 9.4 3.8 9.4 100.0 43.4 34.0 22.6 
Marital 
Status Single Count 4 1 0 0 5 2 4 1 2 19       
  
  Percentage (%) 21.1 5.3 0.0 0.0 26.3 10.5 21.1 5.3 10.5 100.0 26.3 36.8 36.8 
  
Married Count 16 17 9 8 21 15 17 7 16 126       
  
  Percentage (%) 12.7 13.5 7.1 6.3 16.3 11.9 13.5 5.6 12.7 99.6 33.3 34.5 31.7 
Children 
No 
Children Count 10 7 5 3 13 7 14 4 11 74       
  
  Percentage (%) 13.5 9.5 6.8 4.1 17.6 9.5 18.9 5.4 14.9 100.0 29.7 31.1 39.2 
  
Children Count 10 11 4 5 12 10 7 4 7 70       
  
  Percentage (%) 14.3 15.7 5.7 7.1 17.1 14.3 10.0 5.7 10.0 100.0 35.7 38.6 25.7 
Length of 
Residency Short Count 3 1 3 4 6 6 4 0 4 31       
  
  Percentage (%) 9.7 3.2 9.7 12.9 19.4 19.4 12.9 0.0 12.9 100.0 22.6 51.6 25.8 
  
Medium Count 7 9 1 3 7 3 11 3 4 48       
  
  Percentage (%) 14.6 18.8 2.1 6.3 14.6 6.3 22.9 6.3 8.3 100.0 35.4 27.1 37.5 
  
Long Count 10 8 5 1 13 8 6 5 10 66       
  
  Percentage (%) 15.2 12.1 7.6 1.5 19.7 12.1 9.1 7.6 15.2 100.0 34.8 33.3 31.8 
 
While the phenomenon of private governance is not isolated only to gated 
communities, it has become one of the trademark administrative structures found 
throughout these types of communities in the United States. Prior to data collection for 
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this study it was unclear whether the average individual was actively seeking to live in 
gated communities that were privately governed, or if, like Evan McKenzie (1994) 
pointed out, that most individuals who desired to live in gated communities simply were 
not provided with alternative options. Upon analysis of the data compiled in Table 6.10, a 
complete understanding of this issue was still unclear. The data in Table 6.10 indicated 
that there were several differences, throughout various demographic sub-groups, 
regarding the perceived importance of private governance within their respective 
community. First and foremost, with the highest flagged percentage being only 53.8% 
(elderly-aged informants), it appeared that many of the demographic sub-groups were 
quite split in their prioritization of private governance. In fact, within several of the sub-
groups, majority opinions were only separated by a few percentage points. For example, 
while the slight majority of women (34.7%) placed minimal importance on private 
governance, the percentages of women who viewed private governance as neutral or 
important were 32% and 33.3%, respectively. To that end, with such a small margin of 
difference between the three viewpoints, it is difficult on these findings alone to deduce 
that the majority of women in gated communities view private governance as minimally 
important. 
While only six sub-groups had a majority who felt that private governance was an 
important consideration when deciding to move into Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, or 
Grand Hampton, twelve sub-groups had either a neutral or negative viewpoint regarding 
the importance of private governance in their respective community. To that end, it 
appeared that, in general, the majority of individuals, throughout many of the 
demographic sub-groups, were only minimally concerned with moving into a privately 
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governed community, if not apathetic towards the concept altogether. These findings 
appear to only strengthen Evan McKenzie’s (1994) arguments, and give credence to the 
belief that private governance is merely a bi-product that individuals seeking to live in a 
gated community must tolerate. Interestingly, during the semi-structured interview 
component of this study, several informants discussed their overall displeasure with the 
unfair treatment that they and their neighbors routinely faced by those within private 
governance power structure who, by all other measures, were their social equals. 
Excerpts from these interviews were included in the qualitative results chapter to further 
investigate Evan McKenzie’s (1994) claims, as well as to substantiate any findings 
derived from the inconclusive results produced in Table 6.10. 
Perceptions about Life in Gated Communities (Quantitative Analysis) 
 
Overall, did informants think that their gated community was safe? How 
aesthetically pleasing were different aspects of Hunter’s Green, Arbor Greene, and Grand 
Hampton to the informants of this study? Were the homeowners associations in 
informants’ respective communities up to their standards? These were the types of 
questions that informants were asked in the second section of the structured survey. Once 
again, ten-point Likert Scales were used to ascertain the perceptions and impressions that 
individuals had regarding different aspects of their respective communities. However, for 
statistical analysis in this section the division of responses into three equally-sized groups 
was not necessary. As a result, the Likert Scales were preserved in their original ten-point 
format and none of the data was recoded. 
A Bivariate Correlations test was used to determine the relationships between the 
motivations respondents originally had for moving into their gated community, and the 
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different perceptions they have of their respective neighborhood having lived in their 
respective community for a given period of time. Since all of the data used in this 
analysis were ordinal in nature (on a scale of 1-10), a linear relationship between the 
variables cannot be assumed. Therefore, a nonparametric Spearman’s correlation 
coefficient test was used to measure the relationship between the different variables. This 
test was developed by Charles Spearman specifically to handle ordinal data (Bernard, 
2000). As a result, using this statistical test, Tables 6.11 (a) and (b) show the relationships 
between informants’ original desires upon moving into their community, and their 
perceptions of their respective community as a resident. Those relationships which were 
found to be statistically significant were flagged in Tables 6.11 (a) and (b). 
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Table 6.11 (a) The relationships between those factors which influenced informants 
to move into a gated community, and the perceptions they have regarding the 
security and aesthetic appeal of their community 
Factors in 
Moving to a 
Gated 
Community   
Perception 
of Security 
Perception of 
Aesthetic 
Appeal 
(Front 
Entrance) 
Perception of 
Aesthetic 
Appeal 
(Architectural 
Style) 
Perception of 
Aesthetic 
Appeal 
(Landscaping) 
Perception of 
Aesthetic 
Appeal 
(Common 
Areas) 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.194(*) .415(**) .417(**) .412(**) .397(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.011 0 0 0 0 
Desire for 
Aesthetic 
Appeal 
N 170 170 170 170 169 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.221(**) .276(**) .409(**) .333(**) .315(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.004 0 0 0 0 
Desire for 
Property 
Values 
N 170 170 170 170 169 
Correlation 
Coefficient 0.076 0.144 .278(**) .182(*) .262(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.328 0.062 0 0.018 0.001 
Desire for 
Community 
Interaction 
N 169 169 169 169 168 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.281(**) .185(*) .344(**) .282(**) .284(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0 0.016 0 0 0 
Desire for 
Privacy 
N 170 170 170 170 169 
Correlation 
Coefficient 0.038 .152(*) .341(**) .245(**) .271(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.623 0.048 0 0.001 0 
Desire for 
Amenities 
N 170 170 170 170 169 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.228(**) .256(**) .401(**) .314(**) .309(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.003 0.001 0 0 0 
Desire for 
Private 
Governance 
N 170 170 170 170 169 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.283(**) .175(*) .302(**) 0.15 .213(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0 0.022 0 0.05 0.006 
Desire for 
Security 
N 170 170 170 170 169 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*    Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 6.11 (b) The relationships between those factors which influenced informants 
to move into a gated community, and the perceptions they have regarding their 
Homeowners Association, as well as how much they interact with their neighbors 
Factors in 
Moving to a 
Gated 
Community   
Opinion of 
Homeowners 
Association 
(Organization) 
Opinion of 
Homeowners 
Association 
(Leadership) 
Opinion of 
Homeowners 
Association 
(Fairness) 
Opinion of 
Homeowners 
Association 
(Effectiveness) 
Level of 
Community 
Interaction 
Correlation 
Coefficient 0.124 0.149 .171(*) .188(*) 0.125 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.146 0.078 0.039 0.023 0.107 
Desire for 
Aesthetic 
Appeal 
N 139 141 146 146 169 
Correlation 
Coefficient .254(**) .268(**) .336(**) .380(**) .165(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.003 0.001 0 0 0.032 
Desire for 
Property 
Values 
N 139 141 146 146 169 
Correlation 
Coefficient 0.099 0.056 .169(*) .175(*) .510(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.247 0.513 0.043 0.035 0 
Desire for 
Community 
Interaction 
N 138 140 145 145 168 
Correlation 
Coefficient 0.068 0.116 0.084 0.146 -0.102 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.428 0.17 0.315 0.078 0.185 
Desire for 
Privacy 
N 139 141 146 146 169 
Correlation 
Coefficient 0.043 0.067 0.136 0.106 .264(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.618 0.429 0.102 0.205 0.001 
Desire for 
Amenities 
N 139 141 146 146 169 
Correlation 
Coefficient .215(*) .300(**) .372(**) .310(**) 0.101 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.011 0 0 0 0.191 
Desire for 
Private 
Governance 
N 139 141 146 146 169 
Correlation 
Coefficient 0.096 0.041 0.11 0.079 0.002 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.261 0.627 0.185 0.342 0.977 
Desire for 
Security 
N 139 141 146 146 169 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*    Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
 Upon investigation of the above tables, several important relationships emerged. 
While all statistically significant relationships are important in developing an 
understanding of the relationships between individuals’ reasons for moving into a gated 
community and the perceptions they have of their community, for the sake of clarity, only 
relationships found to be statistically significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) were flagged, 
and will be discussed in the following sections.  
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Perceptions of Security and the Aesthetic Appeal of the Community 
 Several statistically significant relationships regarding individuals’ reasons for 
moving into their community and their perceptions of security and aesthetic appeal within 
their community were discovered. First, it should be noted that all of the relationships 
flagged as statistically significant were positive in nature. This means that the more 
important a particular factor was to an individual prior to moving into a gated 
community, the more positive his/her perceptions were of various aspects of their 
respective community. For example, those individuals who responded in the survey that 
their primary reason for moving into a gated community was due to their desire for 
aesthetic appeal, maintaining property values, and private governance,  were most likely 
to have a positive perception of the aesthetics in all areas of their respective community. 
Likewise, those individuals who were most concerned about living in a secure 
community prior to purchasing their home appeared to have the most favorable 
perceptions of living in a safe community.  
It seems as though respondents in this survey had positive perceptions in those 
aspects of their respective community which were most aligned with the desires they had 
of a community prior to purchasing their homes. In many ways this is a positive outcome 
in that it shows that people are getting what they hoped for out a community. However, 
might the outcomes captured by Spearman’s correlation coefficient, in fact, be nothing 
more than a “self-fulfilling prophecy” for individuals in these communities? For example, 
isn’t it logical for people who move into a community for private governance to perceive 
that their community is aesthetically pleasing due to their private homeowners 
association and community development district, and that their community is safe due to 
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their private neighborhood watch program and privately-hired security guards? 
Moreover, doesn’t it make sense for an individual who moved in to a community to enjoy 
its state-of-the-art amenities to have a positive perception of the aesthetic appearance of 
the common areas of their community, where he/she undoubtedly spends much of his/her 
time? During the semi-structured interview component of this study, several questions 
were asked regarding whether or not the informant’s current perceptions of different 
aspects of their community lived up to the expectations/desires that they had prior to 
moving into the community. The information derived from those conversations was used 
to substantiate any findings made from Table 6.11 (a), and will be discussed in the 
qualitative analysis chapter. 
Perceptions of Private Governance and Community Involvement 
 Once again, several important relationships were captured regarding individuals’ 
reasons for moving into their community, and their perceptions of private governance and 
community involvement. Again, each relationship that was flagged as being statistically 
significant was positive in nature. Interestingly, those individuals who moved to one of 
the three gated communities to maintain their property values or for private governance 
had a very positive perception of different aspects of their respective community’s 
homeowners association. Moreover, a very positive relationship was captured between 
those informants who had a strong desire for community interaction and their perception 
of how involved they are in their respective neighborhood. The greater the informant’s 
desire for community interaction, the more they perceived their own involvement in 
social activities within the community. Finally, the correlation test also found that those 
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individuals who moved to a gated community to enjoy the amenities were more likely to 
consider themselves to be more socially interactive with neighbors in their community. 
 Once more, the perceptions of the respondents seem to align quite closely with 
their desires for moving into the community in the first place. It appears that those 
informants who desired community interaction prior to moving into the community were 
more actively engaged in the social events that their respective community had to offer. 
Those individuals who moved into Hunter’s Green, Arbor Greene, or Grand Hampton for 
the presence of private governance did, in fact, have a more positive perception of how 
their private homeowners associations and community development districts were being 
managed.  
 Interestingly, those people who aspired to move into a community for its 
amenities did not have a significantly more positive perception of the administration of 
their private HOA and CDD, but were more likely to have a positive perception regarding 
how socially involved they were in their respective community. Perhaps these individuals 
were not pleased with the management of the amenities via their private HOA or CDD, 
but did become socially involved in their community as a byproduct of using their 
respective community’s amenities.  
 These types of questions were created based on analyzing the statistically 
significant relationships produced by the Bivariate Correlations test using the Spearman’s 
correlation coefficient. Such questions were subsequently investigated in the semi-
structured interview component of this study to produce conclusions of depth, rather than 
only breadth. The following chapter discusses the results from these interviews in an 
attempt to substantiate any findings made from the quantitative component of this study, 
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and to develop a more well-rounded understanding of how gated communities in Tampa 
affect the conceptualization, negotiation, and access to space among different 
communities. 
It is important not to overreach with any conclusions derived solely from the 
comparative analysis of these demographic variables, and to be transparent of any 
limitations which may surround the data being compared and analyzed. First, it must be 
reiterated that the demographic data for the New Tampa area as a whole came from the 
2000 census, and may have changed significantly over the last seven years. However, due 
to the fact that the New Tampa area does not have a population of 65,000 or more, the 
U.S. Census did not include this geographic area in their 2006 American Community 
Survey (census.gov. 28 Sept, 2008). Therefore, the most current demographic data that 
could be obtained for the entire New Tampa area were from the 2000 Census. 
The second limitation was with the potential for double counting informants 
across different demographic variables. Individuals who filled out Section Three of the 
survey completed a series of socio-economic questions. The data from these different 
questions were subsequently coded and tabulated into different demographic variables for 
statistical analysis. As a result, one informant could have been coded as white, high 
income, elderly-aged, and married. When the informants’ desires for moving into their 
respective gated community were compared with different demographic variables, it was 
entirely possible that one informant’s opinion would count more than once in the analysis 
when looking across different demographic variables. To minimize this potential 
limitation, much of the analysis and discussion in Section 6.2 was limited to analyzing 
differences between different demographic sub-groups (i.e., male and female), rather than 
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across different demographic variables (i.e., white and single). Moreover, any 
conclusions based on analysis across different demographic variables were tempered, and 
the semi-structured interview component of this study was used to triangulate any 
findings to further minimize any potential biases or inaccuracies. 
The third limitation was the unavoidable subjectivity that goes along with the 
process of coding quantitative data. Prior to statistical analysis, all raw data from the 171 
collected surveys were coded. This coding was done following the guidelines of current 
quantitative coding research (Cope, 2005). However, certain subjectivities were 
inescapable. For example, on the survey there were five age categories that could have 
been selected by the informant. During the coding process, however, these five categories 
were coded into three categories: (1) Young-aged individuals (age 40 and under); (2) 
Middle-aged individuals (age 41 to 70); and (3) Elderly-aged individuals (older than 70).  
It is important to note that the age groups for individuals labeled as middle-aged 
(age 41 to 70) and elderly-aged (older than 70) may be different than that of traditional 
groupings. The United States Government, for example, labels any individual over the 
age of sixty-five to sixty-seven (depending on when you were born) as an “old-age” 
individual, and qualifies them to receive full Social Security benefits (U.S. Social 
Security Administration). However, AARP provides benefits to individuals over the age 
of fifty “to enhance the quality of life for all as we age" (http://www.aarp.org). As a 
result, there is no universally accepted age transitioning from middle-aged to elderly-
aged. In fact, being elderly does not mean the same thing in every society, nor is the age 
when the transition to elderly-aged begins the same across different geographic scales. To 
that end, due to the original age breakdowns used in the structured surveys, this study had 
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to choose between demarcating middle-aged and elderly-aged at fifty-six years or 
seventy-one years old. This decision was not taken lightly, and was based on the data 
obtained from both the structured questionnaire informants as well as the semi-structured 
informants for the study. Upon analysis of these data, three distinct stages of life were 
discovered which, in many ways, coincided with the breakdown of three age groups as 
follows: (1) Young-aged individuals (age 40 and under); (2) Middle-aged individuals 
(age 41 to 70); and (3) Elderly-aged individuals (older than 70).  
These divisions were created to differentiate between three different periods of 
life: (1) Individuals who are actively getting married, buying their first home, and 
increasing their size of their families (Young-aged individuals); (2) Individuals who are 
buying a subsequent home to account for a growing or shrinking family-size, but who, on 
average, did not buy their current home with the intention that this would be their final 
home purchase (Middle-aged individuals); and (3) Individuals who, for the most part, no 
longer have any dependents living within their home, and who, on average, did purchase 
their current home with the intention that this would be their final home purchase 
(Elderly-aged individuals).  
Since many of the motivations and perceptions analyzed in this study were 
economic in nature, it was imperative to differentiate between those individuals who 
bought their home anticipating it would not be their last home purchase (potentially more 
investment-minded regarding their home), and those residents who purchased their 
residence anticipating that this may be their final home purchase (potentially less 
investment-minded regarding their home). However, one must be self reflexive enough to 
note that changes in the coding of data for informant age, as well as other variables, could 
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have produced different statistical results. Please see Appendix D for a detailed summary 
of the coding values for all raw data collected from the structured surveys, as well as 
brief explanations regarding the reasons behind the coding choices of some of the data.  
The final limitation with deriving conclusions solely from this type of 
comparative analysis is its inability to answer why there are differences in the data. For 
example, the above paragraphs discussed the differences in the income levels between 
those living in the three gated communities and those living in the entire New Tampa 
area. Are these differences in income level due to a “concentration of affluence” in gated 
communities as discussed earlier, or are the discrepancies in income levels between the 
two areas as much about temporal differences as it is spatial differences? Over the last 
nine years continued inflation and the devaluation of the dollar have led to the need for 
increased salaries just to support the same standard of life. To that end, if Census data 
were to be collected for the greater New Tampa area today, would it be more closely 
aligned to the data collected from the informants of this study? There are no easy answers 
to these intensive (Sayer 1984, 1992, 2000) questions, nor were the data collected from 
this study sufficient for answering these questions. Nevertheless, descriptive statistics, 
such as that of the above comparative analysis, were simply used as a point of departure, 
uncovering those areas of inquiry where additional methodological approaches, such as 
ethnographic research, were needed to investigate the issues in more depth. The next 
chapter will focus on the results ascertained from different qualitative methodological 
approaches. 
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Chapter Seven 
Qualitative Analysis (Analysis of the Semi-Structured Interviews) 
 Of the one hundred seventy-one surveys that were completed and returned to the 
Department of Geography at the University of South Florida by February, 16, 2007, 
forty-seven individuals agreed to participate in the semi-structured interview component 
of the study. During the two week period that followed, the demographic information for 
each of these forty seven informants was analyzed, categorized, and subsequently 
tabulated. In addition, it was noted whether each of the forty-seven individuals was a 
resident of Hunter’s Green, Arbor Greene, or Grand Hampton, as well as on which type 
of lot their home was situated (regular, premium, or golf course-front), and in which type 
of neighborhood their home was located (gated, ungated). Finally, the informants’ 
responses to each of the open-ended questions in the survey were evaluated.  
The purpose of collecting and analyzing all of these data was to determine which 
of the forty seven individuals would be selected to participate in the brief face-to-face 
interviews. The goal was to select a sample of interview informants that was 
representative of the demographic makeup of the three communities as a whole (based on 
the demographic data collected from the 171 returned surveys). To that end, seventeen 
semi-structured interview informants were selected from different demographic 
backgrounds, as well as from different geographic (resident of Arbor Greene, Hunter’s 
Green, or Grand Hampton), and spatial (i.e., regular, premium, or golf course-front lot) 
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locations. Table 7.1 shows the demographic, geographic, and spatial breakdown of the 
seventeen individuals chosen for this qualitative component of the study. It is important 
to note that the demographic distribution is based on the categories for each variable as 
they were originally partitioned in the survey.  
Table 7.1 The demographic, geographic, and spatial distribution of the seventeen 
interview informants for this study 
Gender Age Ethnicity Income Marital Status Children 
Length of 
Residency 
Sub-
Division Neighborhood Lot 
Male 
25 or 
younger White 
Less than 
$25,000 
Married / 
Partnered Yes 
Less than 6 
months 
Hunter’s 
Green Gated Regular 
7 0 13 0 16 7 1 9 6 7 
Female 26 to 40 Black 
$25,000 to 
$49,999 
Single / Widowed 
/ Divorced No 
6 months to 1 
year 
Arbor 
Greene Un-gated Premium 
10 4 1 0 1 10 1 5 11 8 
 41 to 55 Hispanic 
$50,000 to 
$74,999   
1 year to 2 
years 
Grand 
Hampton  
Golf 
Course 
 10 2 4   3 3  2 
 56 to 70 Asian 
$75,000 to 
$99,999   
2 years to 3 
years    
 2 1 0   3    
 
Older 
than 70 Other 
$100,000 to 
$124,999   
3 years to 4 
years    
 1 0 2   2    
   
$125,000 to 
$149,999   
4 years to 5 
years    
   3   0    
   
$150,000 to 
$174,999   
Longer than 5 
years    
   4   7    
   
More than 
$175,000       
   4       
 
 Prior to starting the one-on-one interviews with the seventeen informants, a trial 
focus group was conducted in the community of Arbor Greene on February 7, 2007. 
Seven individuals were selected for this focus group through a snowball sampling 
technique. Rather than being viewed as an additional qualitative methodological 
approach in this study, the main purpose of conducting this focus group was to test the 
credibility and effectiveness of the semi-structured interview questions and format. 
Nevertheless, while all of the participants in the focus group were residents of Arbor 
Greene, they were comprised of different demographic backgrounds, as well as different 
spatial locations within the community, so as to test the interview guide under the truest 
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of circumstances. However, since conducting a focus group was never designed to be a 
primary methodological approach in this study, nor was the sample for the focus group 
very rigorous in design, the data obtained from the focus group were used only to 
facilitate improvement in the semi-structured interview guide for the one-on-one 
interviews, and were not used in results for this study. 
 The seventeen one-on-one semi-structured interviews were conducted March 5, 
2007, through May 18, 2007. Meeting locations for these interviews varied from the 
informant’s home to local eating establishments. With the consent of the informants, all 
interviews were tape recorded and subsequently transcribed for analysis. The goal of 
conducting these interviews was to develop a more comprehensive understanding about 
individual desires, perceptions, and concerns regarding the three gated communities 
investigated in this study. To that end, the interviews were used as an instrument for 
exploring why residents have the particular desires, perceptions, and concerns about life 
within their respective gated community. Whereas the quantitative data produced a 
breadth of understanding, the qualitative data produced a depth of understanding with 
reference to the complex individualistic thoughts, beliefs, and behaviors surrounding life 
within a gated community. 
Why this Community? (Qualitative Analysis) 
 One of the primary research questions for this study was to determine those social 
and economic push/pull factors which have been facilitating the growth in popularity of 
gated communities. It was hypothesized that a fear of crime, desire for seclusion, and a 
general sense of distrust in the effectiveness of local governing entities (desire for private 
governance) were the active mechanisms fueling this surge of demand. The quantitative 
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results supported much of this hypothesis by showing that the majority of individuals 
surveyed did place great importance on a desire for security and privacy. However, the 
quantitative results also provided a more mixed opinion regarding the importance of 
living in a community that is privately governed. The following sections take a more 
intensive look at each of the seven pull factors using qualitative data to determine, at a 
more individual level, which factors were most important to residents when choosing to 
move into Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton. 
Security 
A key question that was asked to the interview informants focused on their 
primary motivation behind choosing to become a resident of a gated community. A 
content analysis of their responses indicated that security was the most important 
consideration to the majority of the informants. Subsequent questions on the subject 
revealed that most informants desired the presence of a gate, specifically. When asked 
about his/her reasons for moving into Grand Hampton, one informant simply replied: 
 It was gated, and I want my family safe. 
Most of the informants interviewed lived in an ungated neighborhood within their 
respective gated community. However, several of the informants lived inside of a gated 
neighborhood within their gated community. When asked about their reasons for moving 
into a neighborhood that has a “gate within a gate” the informants were unanimous in 
their stance that it was a deliberate decision they made to make them feel safer. As one 
informant stated: 
Security was a key reason (for moving into the community)…that is why we 
moved into Osprey Pointe within Hunter’s Green. It is kind of like having double 
security if you will. (Osprey Pointe is a gated-neighborhood) 
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In the quantitative section, the data for “desire for security” had indicated that 
individuals with children appeared to place less importance on security than those 
individuals without children. Interestingly, of the seven individuals who were interviewed 
who have children, every one of them mentioned that their responsibility to protect their 
children made security an even greater concern to them. Several informants mentioned 
how much safer they feel knowing there is a gate to keep potential threats to their 
children out of their respective community. These individuals desired to live in a place 
they considered safe enough to let their children play outside without the need for 
constant supervision. The following conversation further demonstrates this concept: 
Interviewer: Does the presence of a gate make you feel safer than if your 
community was accessible to anyone? 
 
Informant: Much safer. I take my daughter to her friends’ houses in other 
communities without gates, and I just don’t feel she is as safe playing in those 
communities as she is ours. 
 
Interviewer: So you think the presence of a secured main entrance make you feel 
less apprehensive about letting your children play outside unsupervised than if 
you lived in an ungated neighborhood? 
 
Informant: Yes, Absolutely. Where I lived previously to this…I lived in Davie, 
Florida near a highway, and there was no gate. We had some smash and grabs in 
the neighborhood, and they had quick access to the highway. So you always had 
to worry about someone stealing a child and stuff like that. 
 
As the dialogue above indicates, this parent felt much safer having his/her child play 
inside the gates of the gated community than in the unsecured space outside the gates 
where criminal activity could happen. This attitude was common among the majority of 
the informants with children. Additionally, this desire to “protect the children” by moving 
into gated communities is not something unique to New Tampa, Florida, either. As Setha 
Low (2003) discovered in her study of gated communities in New York, Texas, and 
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Mexico City, the desire to protect the children is one of the main reasons why so many 
families with children are moving into gated communities. These secure sub-divisions are 
believed to be a safe haven for children to play without the fears of crime and danger that 
are present in un-gated communities. 
 As a gated community is defined as any development which restricts access 
through the use of walls, fences, or earth banks covered with bushes and shrubs, and a 
secured entrance (Low, 2003) this study was interested in determining how important the 
presence of guards was to informants when deciding to move into Arbor Greene, 
Hunter’s Green, or Grand Hampton. The informants were unanimous in their desire for 
moving into a community that had a staffed guard gate at the main entrance. 
Additionally, all of the informants felt that electronic-access gates were completely 
ineffective in their ability to keep people out of a restricted-access community. The 
majority of informants responded that they would not have lived in their current 
community if there were only an electronic-access gate to restrict access. As one 
informant responded when asked that question: 
Of course not…it is nice knowing that when I’m away and my wife is here alone 
there is some sense to it (meaning the presence of a guard), rather than just 
neighbors looking out the window. 
 
Interestingly, while the majority of the nine informants from Hunter’s Green shared the 
same viewpoint, at the time of this study, a third entrance to Hunter’s Green, located near 
the recreation area, was an electronic-access gate accessible to anyone who new the 
correct numeric code. Nevertheless, the vast majority of the informants’ desires for 
security appeared to coincide, at least in perception, with the security measures in place 
within their respective gated communities.  
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 With discovering that the majority of interview informants shared this 
overwhelming desire for security, a new question emerged and was added to the 
interview guide for the second half of interviews: Why do individuals moving into gated 
communities appear to have such a fear of crime? What quickly unfolded from this 
question was a discourse about the influence the media has on society’s perception of 
itself. The vast majority admitted that crime wasn’t something that was actively on their 
minds ten to fifteen years ago. However, over the last eight to ten years the media have 
begun to sensationalize crime, death, and misery to the point that it is having a 
psychological affect on individual perceptions of safety. The conversation below with an 
informant who used to live in Canada reinforces the above point: 
Informant: Up in Canada gated communities don’t exist. Gated communities, 
ghettos, and trailer parks…those kind of things simply don’t exist in Canada. 
There are lower income homes in Canada, but they don’t tend to be trashed or 
dangerous places to live. I guess up in Canada, you always hear about bad things 
happening down here (United States) on the television, which I guess got me 
paranoid. I think it’s the media, the fact that there is no gun control…there are 
still shootings in Canada, but not to the same level. So, I’m more paranoid, 
definitely. 
 
Interviewer: It’s interesting you bring up the media. Do you think the media is a 
facilitator of fear? 
 
 Informant: Yup…that’s true. And I’ve become very paranoid because of it. 
 
Interviewer: So would you say that your perception of crime in the United States 
influenced your decision to move to Hunter’s Green because you feel safer there? 
 
 Informant: Right. 
 
This informant admitted to feeling unsafe to walk in what he/she defined to be “insecure 
areas of town.” Other informants, to a greater or lesser extent, shared this sentiment and 
openly blamed the media for influencing this perception of crime and fear, and 
facilitating the need to move into a community which is protected by a gate.  
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Aesthetic Appeal 
When deciding which community to move into, the desire to live somewhere 
attractive is a very logical consideration. To that end, it is not surprising that all of the 
informants cited the aesthetic appeal of their respective community as factor in their 
decision. What was much more interesting, however, was the assertion by many of the 
informants that their community was definably unique from other communities in the 
area. When asked what makes their community unique, several interviewees replied with 
answers such as: the landscaping, growth of the trees, architectural styles, and even the 
road names. As one respondent replied when asked the above question: 
I think it is that all of the sub-divisions are really pretty. I like Hunter’s Green the 
best because the trees seemed more developed. Hunter’s Green isn’t new so the 
foliage is developed. The Oak trees create sort of a canopy because they’re so 
developed. We like nature. 
 
This respondent concluded with an emotion that the interviewer would hear resonated 
time and time again from other informants: the love of nature. Several informants 
mentioned nature when asked question #3 (What aspects of your sub-division attracted 
you the most?) prior to any prompting. Some discussed the visual beauty of the 
landscaping that they drove by everyday entering and leaving the sub-division, or the 
natural conservation areas located behind their homes. Others talked about the beauty of 
actually engaging nature by walking on nature trails or boating on a lake. To many of the 
informants, the presence of nature was what made their community aesthetically 
pleasing, and stand apart from other communities in the area.  
Interestingly, there is nothing very natural about much of what the informants 
discussed to be aesthetically pleasing and unaltered. As Andrew Ross (1999) discovered 
in his investigation of Celebration, Florida, many master-planned gated communities 
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“theme” themselves after a specific look, time, or place, and subsequently, insert 
“natural” landscapes into the communities which fit the motif. While none of the three 
gated communities investigated in this study was built with a theme that is devoid of 
natural Floridian vegetation, all three of the communities were built on land previously 
consisting of developed forest (Hillsborough County Community Planning and Growth 
Department, 2009). The forest was selectively removed, and more “aesthetically 
pleasing” vegetation was inserted. The lakes for Hunter’s Green and Arbor Greene are a 
series of man-made retention ponds to manage water drainage for the two communities. 
It is important to note that not all of the informants shared the sentiment that their 
gated community was unique looking from other communities in the area. When asked if 
they would know what community they were in if blind-folded and placed in the middle 
of their community, several informants confessed that they would not because everything 
looked the same. One informant admitted that: 
…no, I would not know where I am at. They (the homes) all seem the 
same…pretty cookie cutter. 
 
However, this informant clarified his/her point by stating that he/she did think the 
community was aesthetically pleasing, and that was definitely a consideration when 
deciding upon a community to take up residence. However, they also admitted there is 
not anything truly unique about his/her community, but that also wasn’t a priority for 
him/her when buying a home. Interestingly, when other informants were asked if they felt 
it was important to live in a unique development, for most it was not very high on their 
priority list when compared to other considerations. As one informant stated: 
…living in a unique place is not nearly important as living in a safe neighborhood 
with nice people. I’m busy…I don’t have time to walk around my neighborhood 
and compare it to other places anyways. 
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Therefore, one could make the argument that a community doesn’t have to be unique in 
order to be aesthetically pleasing to a homebuyer, nor does an individual in the market for 
a house have to necessarily place a high priority in buying a home in a community that is 
uniquely themed, just because he/she is interested in living somewhere visually attractive. 
With that in mind, one could make the additional argument that it is the builders and 
planners which are promoting the “imagineering” (Ross, 1999) of master-planned 
communities with exotic themes, and that all the average individual wants is an attractive 
place to take up residence. 
 Maintaining Property Values 
 If a desire for security was the informants’ primary consideration when picking a 
community to move into, then maintaining property values was found to be a close 
second as a priority to the individuals who were interviewed. The qualitative component 
of this study resulted in two concrete findings: (1) the interviewees all unanimously 
viewed the maintenance of property values as a very high priority when deciding in 
which community to purchase a house; and (2) the informants were equally universal in 
their belief, prior to moving in, that buying a home in a gated community is a very sound 
investment. It is important to note that the data collection portion of this study was in 
2007, prior to significantly declining property values in the real estate industry, in general 
(First in Real Estate, 2008). 
 While all informants considered maintaining property values very important, a 
couple of distinct differences were noticed across demographic lines. Male informants 
tended to place a greater level of importance on property values than women. The female 
interviewees, on the other hand, were primarily concerned with security, first, and then 
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aesthetic appeal, specifically pertaining to nature. Additionally, older informants placed 
less importance on property values than did the younger individuals being interviewed. 
Below is a conversation from an informant between the age of twenty-six and forty: 
 Interviewer: What aspects about your sub-division attracted you the most? 
 
Informant: I was looking for a good community with schools, and that 
maintained property values. We wanted to buy property that we knew would 
maintain value. 
 
Below is another conversation based on the same question with an informant over the age 
of seventy: 
 Interviewer: What aspects about your sub-division attracted you the most? 
 
Informant: Well, people were wondering why I was building in the “country” off 
Bruce B. Downs. I liked the house, the design of it, and the privacy of the lot, so 
those were the main points for moving here. 
 
You will notice that the younger informant is much more focused on making a sound 
financial investment with the purchase of his/her home. Conversely, the older resident 
was more concerned with buying a house that he/she liked on a private lot. For the 
second informant, buying the home as an investment never even entered the conversation 
until prompted by the interviewer. At which time the informant responded: 
…I intend to stay in this house until I die, so it doesn’t matter too much to me 
what it’s (the house) worth. As long as I’ve got my pond in the back, I’m happy. 
 
To that end, the qualitative data supported the results of the quantitative data which found 
individuals older than seventy to place less important on buying a home to maintain 
property values than younger residents. 
 Concerning the perception that buying a home in gated communities is a solid 
financial investment, all seventeen of the informants, regardless of gender or age, felt this 
to be the case. At one point or another during each of the interviews, all seventeen 
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informants mentioned that they felt that the trademark components of a gated community 
(i.e., secure entrance, aesthetically pleasing entrance and landscaping, deed restrictions, 
etc.) helped maintain property values, and even facilitate appreciation, in homes located 
inside the gates. As a result, several informants discussed how that perception helped 
influence their decision to buy a home in a gated community. As one informant 
commented when asked whether or not he bought in his community because of his belief 
that gated communities help maintain property values: 
…oh yes, because deed restrictions limit what my neighbors can do to their 
property which could hurt my investment. 
 
While other interviewees did not share the above informant’s sentiment regarding his 
acceptance for deed restrictions, all seventeen of the residents interviewed voiced similar 
perceptions which influenced their decisions to buy homes in Arbor Greene, Hunter’s 
Green, or Grand Hampton. 
Community Interaction 
Upon analysis of the interview transcripts for potential trends, it was discovered 
that the informants’ perception of importance with regards to community interaction was 
quite low. In fact, only one of the seventeen individuals interviewed even mentioned 
community interaction as one of the primary reasons for moving into their respective 
community. Interestingly, this finding directly contradicts traditional real estate 
marketing strategies which have aggressively promoted gated communities as family-
friendly places with an active social calendar. This claim is substantiated by the 
marketing strategies included in the excerpt used on one of the informants when the real 
estate agent was trying to sell him/her a house: 
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Interviewer: For your sub-division, how were the seven pull factors marketed to 
you via brochures, roadside billboards, real estate agents on the premises, etc.? 
 
Informant: They marketed community interaction very heavily. They gave us a 
brochure that had a picture of a two families doing some sort of recreational 
activity together, I don’t remember what anymore…I think they were biking, and 
on the top it said “Have Your Family Become a Part of our Family”. They also 
marketed the economic value of the home…really pretty much those two. 
 
Interviewer: Were any of these marketing strategies influential in your decision to 
move into this sub-division? 
 
 Informant: For us it was the home. That’s why we moved. It was for a home. 
 
However, for this informant, the primary consideration for moving into his/her respective 
community was the economic value of the home. The marketing discourse surrounding 
community interaction did not influence her decision one way or another. It is important 
to note that this particular informant did have two children as well. To that end, the 
qualitative data produces some findings which do not support the findings of the 
quantitative data for the same pull factor. For example, with the exception of one 
informant, none of the younger residents (regardless of gender) showed any greater desire 
for community interaction than older residents who were interviewed. Coincidentally, the 
one informant who did cite community interaction as a consideration for moving into 
his/her respective community ended up having a very negative social experience. This 
will be discussed in more detail in the section 7.2.2. 
In the quantitative results section it was inferred that because this is an “elite 
gated community” (Blakely and Snyder, 1997) there would be more stay-at-home wives, 
thus facilitating the need for increased community interaction. It should be noted, that of 
the ten interviews conducted with female informants, every one of them was a full time 
employee. To that end, the above inference can not be substantiated, nor can in be 
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invalidated, with such a small sample. Nevertheless, females in this interview sample did 
not place a greater importance on community interaction than the male informants. 
Perhaps the reason is that all of the women in this sample worked, and did not have the 
time to prioritize the social aspects of their respective communities. Nonetheless, it 
should be stated once more that the vast majority of the residents interviewed placed 
minimal importance on community interaction when deciding to move into their gated 
community, regardless of any marketing strategies that may have been used to facilitate 
this pull factor. 
Privacy and Amenities 
 Because there were no questions on the semi-structured interview guide 
pertaining specifically to privacy and amenities as pull-factors, it was decided to combine 
them into one section. During content analysis of the seventeen one-on-one interview 
transcripts, only one person was found to have used the word privacy as a consideration 
for moving into his/her respective community. This was the same older informant who 
was discussed earlier as having prioritized a private lot over maintaining property values. 
The other sixteen informants, six of whom live in privately-gated neighborhoods, did not 
mention privacy as a consideration for moving into their particular gated community. 
Moreover, when probed, all six of the informants who lived in the gated neighborhoods 
mentioned security as the primary motivation for living in a “gate within a gate” and not 
privacy or seclusion from other residents. Interestingly, this qualitative finding for the 
sixteen informants does support the findings from the quantitative results for the same 
variable. The lone informant who did mention privacy as a motivation was over the age 
of seventy (the oldest of the informants). As a result, this does coincide with the 
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argument that the desire for privacy increased with age with respect to residents of Arbor 
Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton.  
 Based on years of analysis of gated community marketing materials (i.e., 
brochures, websites, billboards, etc.), by the primary investigator of this study, it has been 
noticed that the presence of state-of-the-art amenities are one of the most actively-
marketed aspects of gated communities by real estate companies and builders. For 
example, on the website of a local real estate company in Tampa, one can take a virtual 
tour of Grand Hampton. This tour is a clip show highlighting the different amenities, such 
as a theme-park inspired waterslide, and markets Grand Hampton as a “resort” for all of 
its residents to enjoy (http://www.tampahomesontheweb.com, 2009). With such strong 
marketing campaigns promoting them, it is not very surprising that several informants 
mentioned the presence of amenities as a selling-point for them when deciding which 
community to take up residence. As one informant responded when asked what attracted 
him/her to Grand Hampton: 
…it was amenities, definitely. The children were happy with the pool area…that 
was attractive, and the fitness center was nice too.  
 
This resident mentioned that his/her children were pleased with one of the amenities. This 
concept was a common trend found throughout many of the transcripts. Individuals with 
children appeared to place greater importance on moving into a community with 
amenities. These facilities were viewed as places which facilitated family togetherness 
and community interaction by many of the informants. One resident even based his/her 
move into Arbor Greene on the plan of starting a family in the near future: 
 Interviewer: What aspects of your sub-division attracted you the most? 
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Informant: The gate, the clubhouse, and the amenities and pool. We liked the 
idea of the parks within each neighborhood because at the time we were planning 
on having kids. 
 
As this informant pointed out, having children did, for most of the informants, make the 
presence of amenities more of a priority than it was for those interviewees who did not 
have children living in their home.  
 The quantitative data for this pull factor indicated that as individuals get older, 
their desire for amenities goes down. While only conducted with a sub-sample of three 
individuals, the three interviewees; two informants over the age of sixty, and the other 
over the age of seventy, were questioned about how much importance they placed on the 
presence of amenities when deciding to move into Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, or 
Grand Hampton. While none of the informants cited, unprompted, amenities as one of the 
reasons they moved into their respective community, once probed two of the three 
informants did mention that the amenities were something they considered when deciding 
where to live, but for both of them it wasn’t a major priority. The third informant had 
absolutely no need for the amenities within his/her community, and responded with the 
following statement when asked if he/she has ever used any of the amenities: 
We don’t belong to the country club. We’ve never been to the pool or golf 
course…I guess we don’t need it. 
 
It is important to note that this informant had been living in the same community for 
twelve years. Based on the statements made by these three older residents, one could 
make the argument that amenities aren’t as important to many individuals as they get 
older.  
However, upon further conversations with these three older residents, it would be 
a large generalization to hypothesize, as was mentioned in the quantitative analysis 
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section, that the reason older residents don’t prioritize the presence of amenities as high 
as other age-groups is because they generally have less mobility, as well as no children 
living at home. While the argument about these individuals not having any children living 
at home may have some validity, as none of these three informants did have any children 
living with them, the argument regarding senior citizens having less mobility as a reason 
for not needing amenities is invalid. First of all, the three older residents all appeared 
quite mobile enough to participate in some of the amenities offered by their respective 
communities, if desired. Secondly, and most interestingly, two of the three informants do 
actively use some of the amenities offered within their community (one of them is the 
informant over 70 years old). The quantitative results only measured how much 
importance residents placed on amenities when deciding in which community to take up 
residence. The results didn’t measure how often different demographic sub-groups 
actually used the amenities. According to one of the three informants:  
I didn’t move in here for the amenities. I moved here because we liked the house. 
But now that we’re here, and we’re paying for them, we might as well use them 
(the amenities). 
 
To that end, the qualitative results were necessary in triangulating these findings and 
preventing any inaccurate conclusions or deductions, which could have been made from 
analyzing the quantitative data alone. It should be noted that the one older informant who 
has never used the amenities in his/her community has, by his/her own admission, never 
used the amenities in any of the communities in which he/she has been a resident. 
However, this is not an issue of age but rather a life-long personal choice.  
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Private Governance 
 Of the seven pull factors, none was more divided, and hotly contested, than that of 
private governance. Of the seventeen interviewees, about half actively sought to live in a 
community which was governed by an HOA and/or a CDD. Conversely, the other half of 
the informants did not prioritize living in a deed restricted community, but simply 
accepted it as a byproduct of moving into a community that included several other factors 
which they did find important. While analyzing the transcripts for common themes and 
language, one significant relationship emerged with respect to private governance. It 
appeared that those informants, who were more concerned with maintaining their 
property values, and protecting their investment, were also more inclined to prioritize 
private governance and deed restrictions as something they looked for in a community. 
This type of relationship was echoed in the conversation below: 
Interviewer: Did you actively pursue living in a deed-restricted community, or 
was it just an aspect of the community that you had to accept in order to live in a 
community that had other features that you desired.  
 
Informant: I consciously chose to move into a community that was deed 
restricted to protect my property. I lived in a gated community in Denver, and I 
will never live in a non-gated community again. The person in the development 
right next to us decided they wanted a chicken farm. Part of one development got 
sold off to a hotel, so they dynamited out the foothills in order to build a hotel, but 
they ran out of money, so they just left it like that…it was a nightmare. 
 
This informant referred back to a negative experience as a reason for never wanting to 
live outside of a deed restricted community again. Other informants, however, referred to 
their “fear of the unknown” when citing reasons for prioritizing private governance when 
moving into their respective community. One informant illustrated this sentiment in the 
conversation below: 
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Interviewer: Do you think deed restrictions are successful in protecting property 
values? 
 
Informant: Yes, I am a big fan. That’s one of the reasons I moved into this 
neighborhood…because I would be aggravated if someone kept parking vans or 
other things in the street or making things look bad…you never know what people 
are going to do to their property. Someone was complaining they were getting 
cited for too many cars, but I felt like “oh well, that’s your problem”. 
 
This informant had no real prior experiences or issues from which to draw upon, but was 
just more content living in a community where he/she didn’t have to fear what his/her 
neighbors might do to their property, which could, subsequently, negatively impact 
his/her property. 
 Not every informant felt the same way about private governance, however. 
Several of the interviewees were apathetic, or completely devoid of knowledge, 
concerning their level of desire for private governance within their community. They 
didn’t actively seek to live in a private governing community, and were not fulfilling a 
need by moving into a community that had a private governance structure. However, at 
the time they were looking to purchase a home, there simply were not many suitable 
alternatives to deed restricted communities in the area. As a result, these individuals’ 
relationship with their respective HOA and CDD has been ranged from harmonious to 
combative.  This conundrum is captured in the following excerpt: 
Interviewer: What attracted you to Arbor Greene? 
 
Informant: I just like the house itself. I didn’t know what a CDD and HOA were. 
I came from New York, so I wasn’t aware and I knew there were amenities, but 
didn’t look into that specifically. I had issues with the CDD board right from the 
start, with my want for a dog park. I am a dog guy, so thought it would be good. I 
would have preferred this house in a non-gated and non-deed restricted 
community.   
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As Evan McKenzie pointed out in his book Privatopia (1994), many residents of deed 
restricted communities are stuck abiding by rules and by-laws which they had no active 
role in creating. Moreover, not everyone actively seeks to live in a deed restricted 
community. However, alternatives to deed restricted communities are not very plentiful 
in many parts of the United States (McKenzie, 1994). As a result, many residents of deed 
restricted communities are caught between living in a home or community which they 
openly enjoy, and forced to be a part of a private government structure which they did not 
actively seek to join. Finally, there was one informant who openly sought to move into a 
privately-governed community due to the presence of deed restrictions. However, after 
seven years of torment and unfair treatment from his/her local HOA and CDD, this 
informant and his/her spouse put their home up for sale with the desire to move to a 
community without deed restrictions. This resident’s unfortunate experiences will be 
discussed in more detail in section 7.2.2. 
Perceptions about Life in Gated Communities (Qualitative Analysis) 
 
Overall, did these informants perceive their respective community to be safe? Did 
these individuals possess a strong sense of community feeling? Were the private 
governing bodies perceived to be a benefit to the stability of property values and aesthetic 
appeal or a detriment to civil liberties? These were the types of intensive (Sayer 1984, 
1992, 2000) questions which the seventeen semi-structured interview informants were 
asked about their respective communities. Their responses, as well as research-grounded 
discussion regarding their responses, were included in this section.  
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Perceptions about Security  
In section 7.1, it was discovered that security was cited as the highest priority for 
the majority of the seventeen informants when moving into Arbor Greene, Hunter’s 
Green, and Grand Hampton. However, after having lived in their respective community 
for a period of time, do residents’ perceptions of safety coincide with the original needs 
and desires that the majority of the informants had when moving into one of the three 
gated communities? When asked, the majority of the interviewees did mention that they 
feel safe within their respective community. None of the informants talked about how 
they felt unsafe within their community or neighborhood. However, none of the 
informants responded that they felt completely safe within their community or 
neighborhood either. Each of the seventeen informants mentioned some aspect of their 
respective community which kept them from feeling completely safe within fences and 
gates. Some of these reasons were geographic in nature (i.e., outsiders can gain entrance 
to Hunter’s Green by walking across the golf course). Other reasons were mechanical in 
nature (i.e., gates are malfunctioning and won’t close all the way). Finally, other reasons 
were human in nature (i.e., the guards are not properly trained and don’t pay attention).  
Yet other informants could not find anything specifically wrong with the current 
security features of their respective community, but provided suggestions on additional 
gadgets and features which could make their community even safer. When provided an 
opportunity to give such a suggestion, one informant responded: 
…a camera at every gate which records every person’s face and license plate. 
 
Another informant stated: 
 
…more video surveillance…perhaps cameras throughout the neighborhood that 
are frequently moved around. 
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Yet another informant even proposed:  
 
…a fingerprinting machine at the front gate, so the guards know exactly who is in 
the community at any one time. 
 
Upon investigation of these types of suggestions, two questions come to mind. (1) why 
are these additional security measures being requested when the majority of informants 
answered just a few questions previously that they felt safe in their respective 
community?; and (2) why are these individuals so content to give up their civil liberties 
and freedoms to live in a system of constant surveillance and monitoring? Setha Low’s 
study (2003) of the psychological affects that living behind the gates can have on 
children’s perception of fear and crime could provide some insight to these questions. In 
her study, Dr. Low argued that the constant sight of gates, video surveillance, and other 
security devices could actually facilitate heightened feelings of fear and insecurity in 
children, resulting in the need for even more security measures to feel safe (Low, 2003). 
Is this a phenomenon which could only be present in the psyche of children, or is it 
possible that adults could become programmed too by the constant sights of “anti-crime” 
propaganda? 
 To investigate this issue further, another dichotomous relationship between the 
perception of security and the fear of reality was investigated. Interestingly, while most 
of the informants specifically cited the presence of a gate as one of the greatest 
contributors to a perception of safety within their community, several of the same 
residents questioned the actual effectiveness of the gate, and feared that crime could still 
enter from outside the gate, and into his/her respective community. As one informant 
stated when asked why he/she feels so secure in his community: 
…well, we do have the gates which make me feel safer. 
 126 
 
 
 
 
However, in an answer to the very next question this same informant admitted that: 
…gates are secure to an extent, with the cameras to help find people later, but 
there’s not much you can do after the fact. It is a perceived sense of security. 
People can come in (to the community) with one intention and leave with another.  
 
Again, it was interesting to see that the informant perceived himself/herself to be safer 
because of the presence of a gate at the entrance to his/her community. However, the 
informant also questioned the potential effectiveness of the very instrument which he/she 
said made him/her feel safe in the first place. In addition, as Setha Low (2003) pointed 
out in her study, this resident, like many, failed to make any distinction between the 
potential for crime from within the gates, and his/her desire to remain safe from crime 
perceived to be isolated outside the protection of the gates. It is important to note that this 
individual moved into his/her respective community to feel safe in the first place. 
Nevertheless, this informant, like many of the other individuals interviewed, had become 
so comfortable with the idea of feeling secure, via the presence of a gate, that when asked 
if he/she would move into the exact same house, but in an un-gated community the 
response was simply: 
 …no. 
 The above illustration certainly provided additional evidence which suggests that 
many residents living in gated communities have a heightened sensitivity to crime, and 
actively seek residence in those communities with the latest security features, regardless 
of whether or not they truly believe that these additional layers of protection, in reality, 
actually make them any safer. It is important to note that in her study of the perceptions 
of crime in gated communities in San Antonio, Texas, Setha Low (2003) found this exact 
same dichotomous relationship between the desire for security and the fear of reality in 
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several of her interview informants. Below is an excerpt from one of Dr. Low’s 
informants to highlight the similarities between the perceptions of residents in her study 
and those in this study: 
I think it’s (gating) one of those nice things. I don’t think people are so afraid. I 
think they have that same attitude that I originally had that crime doesn’t really 
affect me. I think people have that sense of security, although it’s probably false if 
you look at personal-property crimes like we have here…(but) if you asked me 
tomorrow if I was going to move, it would be only to a gated community. I think 
that the safety is most important; I really like knowing who’s coming and 
going…I love knowing my kids can get on their bicycles and ride around the 
block, and I don’t have to wonder are they gonna come back home. (Low, 2003 p. 
104) 
 
  The above excerpt simply reinforced the argument that many individuals living in gated 
communities have a heightened sense sensitivity to crime. However, it remained unclear 
as to whether it was this greater sensitivity to crime which was facilitating the relocation 
of individuals to gated communities, or if it was the constant presence of security features 
associated with gated communities which was promoting a heightened fear of crime and 
need for additional security for its residents.  
 A deeper probe into this puzzle only served to produce even more complexity to 
the issue. First, for those informants who prioritized security when moving into their 
respective community, the majority felt that their sensitivity to crime was the product of 
the media, and not from constant exposure to gates, cameras, and other security features. 
In fact, several informants mentioned that, in their opinions, living in a gated community 
actually caused residents to become lackadaisical about the potential for crime within the 
gates. As informant #1 commented when asked if the security features of his/her 
community made residents more complacent about the potential for crime: 
Yes…because people think that nothing can possibly happen to them in here, so 
they don’t lock their doors, or set their alarms as maybe they should? 
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Below is the response of informant #2 when asked if he/she has become more 
complacent about crime since living in a gated community: 
Yes…that is why I don’t activate my house alarm even though we have one.  
Both of these respondents provided insight to the sense of security that the presence of 
gates and guards give many residents living within a gated community. However, 
interestingly, informant #2 was the same individual who had suggested that a camera be 
installed at every gate to take a recording of every person’s face and license plate who 
entered his/her respective community.  
This finding helped to reinforce the following primary conclusions with regards to 
residents’ perceptions of security in Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton: 
(1) the vast majority of residents moved to their respective gated community to feel safe 
from crime; (2) most of the residents perceive their respective community to be safe and 
secure; some to the point of actually being derelict in their responsibilities to promote 
safety and security within their own homes (i.e., locking doors, setting alarms); and (3) 
other informants are caught in the dichotomous relationship between the desire for 
security (a complete feeling of safety), and the fear of reality (the understanding that no 
place is ever entirely safe). For these informants it is an ongoing battle between the need 
of security features to feel safe, and the understanding that their respective community’s 
security features may not be completely effective in keeping unwanted crime outside the 
gates, thus facilitating the need for additional security features to maintain the perception. 
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Perceptions of Social Interaction vs. Economic Responsibility 
…I work long hours at my job, and so does everyone else in my neighborhood. 
 
 …I have to attend my children’s sporting events. 
 
 …I don’t have kids. 
 
 The above excerpts summarized the stance of the vast majority of informants 
when it came to being socially involved in their respective community; everyone had an 
excuse, and no one had a friend. However, as was pointed out in section 7.1.4, of the 
seventeen interview informants, only one actively sought to live in a community that was 
socially active. The other sixteen individuals placed very little importance in moving into 
a community with strong community interaction, and the majority of them placed getting 
to know their neighbors once they moved into the community as a very low priority as 
well. This argument was illustrated in the following conversation: 
Interviewer: Would you say that you are a socially active member of the 
community? 
 
Informant: Well, I work about sixty hours a week, and I am constantly talking to 
people at work, so when I come home I don’t want to talk to anybody. I don’t 
want to see anybody. I just want to enjoy my nice quiet house, and watch my nice 
backdrop of birds and wildlife while sitting on my patio and having a glass of 
wine. That’s my idea of interaction. 
 
To this informant, there was a definite division between social life and home life. 
This informant’s sentiment was shared by several other residents as well. As another 
interviewee stated when asked if he/she is social in the community: 
Informant:…ha-ha (laughing)…shame on me. I can’t even tell you what my 
neighbors look like barely. I talk to one guy across the street once in a while…we 
tried the “neighbor” thing in other areas, but it wasn’t for us. We prefer our 
home and keeping to ourselves. In former neighborhoods I did try to socialize, but 
never connected…we just keep our social life separate from home life. 
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Interviewer: In your opinion, which word best describes your relationship with 
your neighbors: cohabitation or community? 
 
Informant: Cohabitation…simply just an economic arrangement between me and 
them (his/her neighbors). You take care of your property and I’ll take care of 
ours…I think it is more cohabitation for most people who live in Hunter’s Green. 
 
This informant’s perception of community interaction supported the argument by Evan 
McKenzie in his book Privatopia (1994), in which he contended that one way CIDs 
privilege rules over a sense of community belonging is by redefining the responsibility of 
the neighbor from one of a social obligation to one that is more economically driven. For 
example, in CIDs, like this informant’s respective gated community, a person’s 
commitment to his/her community can be satisfied simply by following the rules and 
keeping up with his/her economic responsibilities (McKenzie, 1994) Based on this 
argument, both of the above informants were fulfilling their social responsibilities to their 
respective communities merely by maintaining their properties up to code.  
 In section 7.1.5 it was mentioned by the six informants who live in privately gated 
neighborhoods that their primary motivation for moving into one of these neighborhoods 
was for additional security. However, it was the responses by several of the eleven 
individuals who did not live in a privately gated neighborhood on the subject which 
uncovered some very interesting discourse regarding how gated neighborhoods affect 
perceptions of community interaction. A few of these informants felt that these additional 
gates inside the gated communities fragmented different neighborhoods and negatively 
impacted social interaction within the communities as a whole. In addition, certain 
amenities were only available to residents of certain neighborhoods, so an “outsider” 
from another neighborhood would not be able to socially branch out into particular 
neighborhoods by way of using these amenities. This argument was captured in the 
 131 
 
 
 
 
discussion below from one of the eleven informants who doesn’t live in a gated 
neighborhood: 
Interviewer: You commented that you think second gates are a pain. Care to 
expand? 
 
Informant #1: I think people more or less want them for status…people lock 
themselves inside these gates (of private neighborhoods), and others out. It gives 
them a sense of exclusiveness being able to go places and use things (amenities) 
that others cannot. 
 
Interviewer: How do you think that this fragmentation of neighborhoods impacts 
community interaction in Hunter’s Green? 
 
Informant #1: I’m not really one for getting out too often, but I can’t imagine that 
it does it (community interaction) any good. 
 
Another informant living in an ungated neighborhood echoed similar concerns for 
the facilitation of community interaction with individuals living in privately gated 
neighborhoods:  
Informant #2: In other communities I’ve lived in…block parties were a way for 
people to all come out and unwind together. But it is difficult to feel close to 
people when they are having a block party in a neighborhood that you can’t get to 
(because of a private gate) without a pin, or unless you call someone up (and they 
allow you to gain entry to the neighborhood)…so it is a symbolic thing more for 
status.  
 
Interviewer: So, do you think there is a hierarchy in Arbor Greene? 
 
Informant #2: I can see that. There are different neighborhoods that have the 
different house ranges and income levels. The opinions of some people from the 
“richer” neighborhoods seem to be held with higher regard. 
 
Both of these informants cited gates as a physical obstacle hindering the 
development of community interaction between the different neighborhoods within their 
respective communities. Interestingly, Informant #1 seemed quite unable to draw the 
similarities between how un-gated neighbors feel not being able to travel freely 
throughout their community, and the plight of the “outsiders” who are unable to even 
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enter the community without a suitable reason. Nevertheless, there is plausibility in this 
informant’s argument as research has shown that a physical barrier, such as a gate, can 
act as a buffer separating the “insiders,” who reside with the community (privately-gated 
neighborhood), from the “outsiders,” who can feel marginalized due to their lack of 
access to the entire community (Low, 2003). Additionally, through his statements above, 
Informant #2 implied that the financial status of residents within these communities was a 
source of hierarchy within the community, creating “pockets” of affluence and, 
subsequent influence, for those at the top, and further deteriorating any feeling of 
belonging to the “outsiders” living in ungated neighborhoods at the bottom of the pecking 
order. It should be noted that the majority of the six informants who lived in the 
privately-gated neighborhoods did not share this complaint, and felt community 
interaction was occurring (at the time of data collection for this study) across different 
neighborhoods, whether one of the neighborhoods was privately-gated or not.  
 For the informants, nowhere was the collision between social interaction and 
economic responsibility more apparent than in the discussions pertaining to the 
homeowners associations for Hunter’s Green and Arbor Greene, and the community 
development district for Arbor Greene. It is important to remember that, at the time of 
data collection for this study, Grand Hampton was still privately governed by a 
professional management company. As a result, the same conflicts of interests did not 
exist in Grand Hampton regarding the enforcement of deed restrictions by fellow 
neighbors, as did in the other two communities, whose private governing bodies were 
comprised primarily of ordinary residents living within these two communities. While 
there was a mixed opinion about the desire to live in a community which is privately 
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governed, there was much less discrepancy in the negative perception that the informants 
had regarding the HOA’s and CDD’s impact on social interaction, as well as a sense of 
community, within Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton.  
Most of the informants were able to recount at least one or two run-ins with their 
respective community’s HOA or CDD over issues, many of which were considered to be 
trivial. Further complicating the matter was the fact that several informants mentioned 
that these issues were either reported to the HOA or CDD by a neighbor, or dealt with 
directly by a neighbor who was on one of the governing boards. Both of these situations 
are indicative of sub-divisions which appeared to be privileging the enforcement of rules 
and economic responsibility over creating a sense of community (McKenzie, 1994). 
When a resident appeared to be derelict in meeting their economic responsibilities to their 
respective community, the reaction from those in power was often swift, inflexible, and 
harsh in nature. The following excerpt from an interview with a resident in Hunter’s 
Green reinforced this argument:  
Interviewer: Do you like having the community being run by individuals who 
actually live within the community? 
 
Informant: Yes and no 
 
Interviewer: Why both yes and no? 
 
Informant: I like that they (private governance board members) have a vested 
interest in looking out for the well being of the community…but I also don’t like 
being “called out” by people that I know (for violating deed restrictions). 
Well…as I said before, I was fined once, so I did appear in front of the board. The 
board changes, so depending on who is serving on the board at particular times, 
you can have very different outcomes…it wasn’t an overly positive experience 
(going in front of the board). I think there were people on the board who were 
understanding of my situation when I explained it to them. 
 
Interviewer: Did they wave the fine? 
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Informant: They did wave the fine, but there were definitely other members on 
the board who gave me a hard time about it…it wasn’t this warm and fuzzy place 
to be, that’s for sure. 
 
Interviewer: So it felt like you were appearing in front of a judge and jury? 
 
Informant: I did. I did. In terms of what they wanted to convey, they definitely 
conveyed it. 
 
Interviewer: In theory, these are suppose to be your neighbors; your friends… 
 
Informant: I did not feel like that. 
 
Interviewer: Did it feel like there was a judgment cast down upon you? 
 
Informant: Yes, it did. 
 
Interviewer: …and you were somehow the outcast of the community for that 
moment? 
 
Informant: Yes (laughing). Definitely 
 
This informant’s experience was one shared by most of the informants interviewed in this 
study, and one that is replicated in CIDs regardless of geographic location. Residents in 
CIDs are both “neighbors” and “traders” in their respective development, and, more and 
more often, neighbors are drawing a distinct line between the value of money and 
neighborly love, when striving to keep fellow neighbors “up to snuff” (Low, 2003). 
 Unfortunately, to an unsuspecting participant, this constant juggling act can 
undermine the very perception of community that they sought in the first place. The lone 
respondent who placed a high priority in moving into a community with a burgeoning 
level of social involvement was one such victim. This informant moved in looking for 
community interaction and social bonding. While admitting that there were a lot of social 
things to do in his/her community, especially events involving children, the informant 
mentioned that after years of being involved in what he/she defined as neighbors 
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“narcing” on other neighbors, he/she was completely disinterested in being socially 
involved in his/her community any longer. When asked if he/she thought that the 
presence of an HOA eroded a feeling of community interaction, the informant responded: 
Somewhat, because I don’t want to associate with these people anymore. When 
these people aren’t “narcing” on other neighbors, they are standing in the street 
talking with other neighbors about how “so-and-so isn’t up to code”, and “why 
did that guy plant that bush there?” That is not the kind of community interaction 
that I or (my spouse) were looking for. I have yet to meet the guy who sent me the 
letter (decorations around the mailbox violated deed restrictions), and I hope I 
don’t because I’m liable to say something that I may regret. He was just being 
way too picky. 
   
As a result of this disappointment with the lack of “true” community interaction, and 
overall distain for the administration of the private governance entities within his/her sub-
division, the informant placed his/her house on the market shortly after this interview in 
search of a new community. Ironically, the HOA gave him/her a difficult time for 
erecting a non-approved real estate sign in the yard, and sent him/her another violation 
letter. As a result of this action, the informant contacted the primary investigator of this 
study looking for legal advice. When last speaking with this individual, he/she had 
moved out of the gated community and into a new development in Georgia. Interestingly, 
this community was also privately governed with an HOA. When asked why he/she 
moved into another deed restricted community, the informant responded: 
There is nothing wrong with deed restrictions…just the people who carry out the 
bylaws. 
 
This final contradiction helped to reinforce the following primary conclusions 
with regards to residents’ perceptions of social interaction and economic responsibility in 
Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton: (1) the vast majority of residents do 
not move into gated communities, specifically, or CIDs, in general, to fulfill the need of 
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community interaction; (2)  any attempts at social interaction, at a community-wide scale, 
are hampered by the fragmentation and hierarchical construction produced by the 
presence of internal gates on select neighborhoods within gated communities; (3) as 
originally argued by Evan McKenzie (1994) with respect to CIDs in general, there is a 
new conceptualization of “community,” in which relationships between residents of gated 
developments are more economically based or transactional than socially based or 
interactional. Residents under this model are viewed as satisfying their social obligations 
as long as they maintain their property up to acceptable standards in the opinions of other 
residents within their respective community; and (4) this tradeoff of social cohabitation 
for economic stability in privately governed gated communities is undermining the very 
essence of community interaction for those residents who seek it. However, this 
tradeoff’s not to the degree, apparently, where individuals are willing to settle for living 
in a non-deed restricted development for the opportunity to experience a greater level of 
social interaction that doesn’t adhere to an economic agenda. 
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Chapter Eight 
Final Conclusions & Opportunities for Additional Research 
 Geography is the study of uneven social relations and spatial structures. In 
addition, over the last few decades, master-planned gated communities have become a 
significant suburban developmental form in the Tampa region. However, prior to this 
investigation there had not been any other comprehensive studies of  magnitude 
conducted on gated communities specifically within the Tampa Bay area. Moreover, 
there had not been any investigations as to the various socio-economic factors which 
have stimulated the popularity of gated communities, nor any inquiry concerning the 
perceptions that residents in the Tampa region have with respect to life within their 
particular gated communities. As a result, three years ago, this study set out to fill these 
gaps in knowledge, and to enrich both geographic literature in general, as well as the 
growing bodies of work on gated communities specifically, through the design of the 
three research question listed below: 
• Are the gated communities of Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand 
Hampton demographically homogenous? 
 
• Do the residents’ perceptions of social practices and conditions in the 
three gated communities within the study area coincide with the desires 
and needs that residents originally had when deciding to move into their 
respective community? 
 
• What social push/pull factors exist to create a draw for individuals 
wanting to live in these three gated communities (i.e., fear, crime, desire 
for seclusion, socio-economic status, etc.)? 
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 These questions were meticulously constructed with the sole focus of developing a 
comprehensive understanding of how three gated communities in Tampa affect the 
conceptualization, negotiation, and access to space. In addition, these research questions 
were grounded in the latest academic research and social theory surrounding gated 
communities, particularly the works of Setha Low (2003) and Theresa Caldeira (2000). In 
many ways the findings of this study coincided with the findings made by Low (2003) 
and Caldeira (2000) in their respective studies. First, this study did find Arbor Greene, 
Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton to be demographically homogenous in nature. 
However, at only 48%, this study also found a smaller percentage of families with 
children than expected living in the three gated communities. This finding contradicts 
arguments made by Low (2003) that “protecting the children” has been a significant 
catalyst for the popularity of gated communities with families in recent years.  
 In her study, Caldeira (2000) found the presence of crime and a general distrust in 
government to be the two primary motivating factors for moving into a gated community 
in São Paulo, Brazil. In this study, a fear of crime and a desire to maintain property 
values were found to be the two most significant pull factors for residents when deciding 
to purchase a home in Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, or Grand Hampton. However, like 
the findings of Low (2003), but in stark contrast to the findings of Caldeira (2000), this 
study found that the residents’ perceived need for security was due to a fear of possible 
crime, rather than as a result of actual crime. Thankfully, most of the informants in this 
study had never been the victim of crime. However, it was the fear that crime could 
happen to them, as a result of media sensationalizing or some other external influence, 
which facilitated their perceived need to move into a gated community. In Caldeira’s 
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(2000) study, Brazilian elites were moving into gated communities to escape actual crime 
and police ineffectiveness that was making the external environment a dangerous place to 
live. 
  This study also found a general apathetic attitude towards the desire to move into 
a gated community for social interaction. Most informants in this study made a 
pronounced distinction between “home-life” and “social-life.” This finding was both 
unexpected and in direct opposition to the arguments made by Low (2003) in her study of 
gated communities in New York, Texas, and Mexico City. While the realities didn’t 
always parallel the perceptions, Low (2003) found that many of the individuals who 
moved into gated developments did so in search of community interaction. The 
informants for this study, on the other hand, appeared to be more aligned with Evan 
McKenzie’s (1994) argument that a resident’s commitment to his/her community, in a 
CID, can be satisfied simply by following the rules and keeping up with his/her economic 
responsibilities. 
 Finally, this study found that, for most informants, the perceptions of social 
practices and conditions in the three gated communities within the study area coincided 
with the desires and needs that these residents originally had when deciding to move into 
their respective community. Individuals who sought to live in a gated community due to a 
fear of crime generally perceived their respective community to be safe. Residents who 
sought to live in an aesthetically pleasing community generally viewed their respective 
sub-division to be quite attractive. In many ways, these findings once again coincided 
with arguments made by Caldeira (2000) and Low (2003). Whether it be reality, the 
product of marketing strategies (Caldeira, 2000), or the product of “self-fulfilling 
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prophecy,” for many of the informants in this study life in their respective community 
had lived up to their original desires and expectations. 
 However, one of the most intriguing findings of this study was the complexity of 
the beliefs, perceptions, and viewpoints held by many of the informants in this study. For 
many of the informants in Low’s (2003) study, they either moved into their community 
for a specific reason (i.e., community interaction) and were happy because they found it 
(or perceived to find it) there, or were displeased because reality did not parallel their 
original desires or perceptions, and were looking to move out to meet their needs in 
another community. In this study, many of the informants openly acknowledged that they 
moved to their respective community for a given reason; that this desire had not been 
satisfied by reality, but that they either would not move if they could, or if they did, 
would move to a very similar type of community. (See the informant’s conversation 
regarding the effectiveness of gates in his/her community in Section 7.2.1) 
 Capturing the intricacy surrounding human emotions, desires, and perceptions 
would not have been possible using one methodological approach alone. Instead, through 
the use of a mixed-methods approach, this study was successful in producing a 
comprehensive understanding of the human motivations and perceptions surrounding the 
three gated communities in New Tampa, Florida. Through the triangulation of mixed-
methods, this study was able to identify and understand the complexity with which many 
of the perceptions, issues and concepts pertaining to gated communities are inseparably 
woven together and dynamic in nature. For example, the desire for security, but the fear 
of reality seemed to be inextricably linked to many of the informants in this study. 
Likewise, the relationship between the perceived role of informants socially within the 
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community, and their perceived economic responsibilities to the community appeared to 
be inseparably tied together. The findings captured in this study, especially through the 
semi-structured interviews conducted with residents from Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, 
and Grand Hampton, illustrates the need to not attempt to divide the indivisible, therefore 
giving significance to one over the other, and creating what Andrew Sayer (1982) refers 
to as a “chaotic conception.” To that end, this study attempted, through the use of mixed-
methods research, to go beyond the studies of Setha Low (2003) and Theresa Caldeira 
(2000), who relied predominantly on qualitative research alone, and research the issues of 
interest at many different levels and from many different angles, thereby giving a voice to 
the residents of the Arbor Greene, Hunter’s Green, and Grand Hampton, and embracing 
the complexity of these issues. 
A mixed-methods approach is not without its own limitations, however. Perhaps 
the greatest limitation is one temporal in nature. As all of the interviews were conducted 
in early 2007, this methodology was only capable of taking a single snapshot in time of 
the different desires and perceptions that residents had of their respective community. 
Therefore, it could be argued that a different snapshot in time could produce different 
findings. In the midst of a global economic crisis, this argument seems even more 
plausible. For example, in early 2007, all informants interviewed had a perception that 
gated communities maintained, and even fostered an increase in property values. The real 
estate data at the time certainly supported this perception (these data also showed stable 
property values in non-gated communities as well) (First in Real Estate, 2007). However, 
with plummeting home values everywhere, would residents have the same perceptions of 
the ability of gated communities to maintain property values? With residents moving out, 
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and renters potentially moving in, would residents still perceive their community as 
secure from crime? Finally, with more and more individuals facing a crisis of financial 
instability, is community interaction more important as a coping strategy? Additional 
research would need to be conducted to answer these questions, and to determine if gated 
communities are full of residents still trying to keep everyone else out, or if they are now 
full of “prisoners” just looking for a way out themselves. 
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Appendix A: Structured Survey 
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Why this Sub-Division?  
 
1) Which factors were most important to you when selecting which neighborhood to move 
into? Please rate how important the following factors were to you when deciding to move into 
this sub-division on a scale of 1 through 10; with 1 being the least important and 10 being the 
most important. 
 
a) Security (the desire to live in a neighborhood that has a gated entrance in order to feel 
safe) 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
b) Aesthetic Appeal (the desire to live in a particular neighborhood because it may have 
unique architectural designs or a very attractive entrance and overall landscape design) 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
c) Maintaining Property Values (the desire to live in a neighborhood that is deed 
restricted to protect property values) 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
d) Community Interaction (the desire to live in a neighborhood that has an active social 
life which facilitates interaction and potential friendship between neighbors) 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
e) Privacy (the desire to live in a neighborhood that is exclusive, isolated, and gated, 
which restricts access to only those individuals who have permission to be in the 
neighborhood) 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
f) Amenities (the desire to live in a neighborhood that has luxurious and state-of-the-art 
recreational accommodations for its residents and guests) 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
g) Private Governance (the desire to live in a neighborhood that is privately governed 
by either a Homeowners Association or a Community Development District) 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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Specific Questions about Life in your Sub-division 
 
Security: 
 
2) Is there an active neighborhood watch program in operation within your sub-division 
-Yes 
-No 
-Not sure 
 
3) Does the presence of a guard at the entrance to your sub-division make you feel safer 
than if there was only an electronic gate which visitors had to gain access to? 
-Yes 
-No 
 
4) Have you ever noticed the gates to the main entrance of your sub-division left open and 
unguarded making it possible for anyone to drive into the community unannounced? 
-Yes (If so, then how often; - too many times to count, - once a day, - once a 
week, - once a month, - once a year, - other __________ ) 
-No 
 
5) Overall, would you say your sub-division is safe? Please rate, on a scale of 1 through 10, 
with “1” being the least secure and “10” being the most secure, how secure you feel 
living inside your sub-division? 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 Least Secure       Most Secure 
  
6) What improvements, if any, would you like to see made to current security features 
within your sub-division which would make you feel even safer? 
 
 
7) What additional security features, if any, would you like to see within your sub-division 
which would make you feel even safer? 
 
 
Aesthetic Appeal, Property Values, and Deed Restriction: 
 
8) On a scale of 1 through 10, with “1” being the least attractive and “10” being the most 
attractive, please rate how aesthetically pleasing you think the following aspects of your 
sub-division are? 
 
Front Entrance to the sub-division: 
 
 
 
  Home architectural style: 
 
 
 
   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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Landscaping along side the roads and throughout the sub-division:  
 
 
 
  Clubhouse, parks, and other common areas: 
 
 
 
 
9) Do you think the various restrictions and guidelines within your sub-division regarding 
what you can and cannot do with your property are too strict? 
- Yes, I would like to have more control with what I can do with my property 
- No, the guidelines and restrictions are fine with me 
 
10) Do you believe that deed restrictions and property guidelines help maintain property 
values? 
- Yes 
- No 
 
11) What do you think, if anything, is unique about your specific sub-division which makes 
you different from other neighborhoods in New Tampa? 
 
 
Social Practices; Community Interaction and Amenities 
 
 
12) In your opinion, do you have a close relationship with many other residents within your 
sub-division? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
 
13) On a scale of 1 through 10, how involved are you in social functions that take place 
within your sub-division. (These functions could include, but are not limited to, child 
play groups, yoga classes, wine tasting events, neighborhood yard sales, dinner parties, or 
any social functions which take place at a neighbor’s house, the clubhouse, or some other 
common area. For this question, please do not include briefly talking in the street to a 
neighbor as a social function.) 
 
 
 
Completely Uninvolved 
                         Completely Involved 
 
14) In your opinion, is there more or less community interaction and friendship in this sub-
division than there was in previous neighborhoods you lived in? 
- More 
- Less 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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15) Do you have a community website for your sub-division where you can do such things as 
read announcements, talk to other residents on a message board, and view a calendar of 
upcoming social events within the neighborhood? 
- Yes 
- No (If no, please skip question 24) 
- I don’t know (If you aren’t sure, please skip question 24) 
 
16) If you do have a community website for your sub-division, approximately how often do 
you access it on the internet? 
- At least once a day 
- Once a week 
- Once a month 
- Once every few months 
- Never 
 
17) How often do you use the amenities which are provided in your neighborhood? In the 
chart below, please check the box that applies to how often you use each of the following 
amenities in your sub-division.  
 
 
 
 
Amenity 
 
At least 
Once 
a day 
 
At least 
3 times 
a week 
 
At least 
Once 
a week 
 
At least 
Once 
a month 
 
Less than 
Once 
a month 
 
This amenity 
doesn’t exist in 
my sub-division 
Community 
Swimming 
Pool / Hot tub 
      
Community 
Health Club 
(fitness center) 
      
Tennis /  
Racquetball / 
Basketball 
Courts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Golf Course 
      
Community 
Clubhouse 
(i.e., meetings, 
parties, or 
social functions) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Community 
Parks 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
18) What suggestions, if any, do you have for further improving community interaction 
within your sub-division? 
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Private Governance: Homeowners Association or Community Development District 
 
19) Would you consider yourself an active member of either the Homeowners Association or 
Community Development District in your sub-division? 
- Yes 
- No 
 
20) Approximately, how often do you attend either Homeowners Association or Community 
Development District meetings for your sub-division? 
- I regularly attend every meeting 
- I attend once in a while 
- I only attend when they are discussing an issue which I consider important 
- I never attend a meeting 
 
21) On a scale of 1 through 10, with “1” being bad and “10” being good, how would you rate 
the following aspects regarding your sub-division’s Homeowners Association or 
Community Development District? 
 
Organization: (-Is your HOA or CDD well structured and are their meetings well 
organized and efficient?) 
 
 
 
 
 Leadership: (-Does your HOA or CDD have strong leadership?) 
 
 
 
 
Fairness: (-Is your neighborhood HOA or CDD fair in the treatment of its residents?) 
 
 
 
 
Effectiveness: (-Is your neighborhood HOA or CDD effective in making decisions, fixing 
problems, and handling issues on behalf of its residents?) 
 
 
 
 
22) How would you rate the attendance of residents at an average Homeowners Association 
or Community Development District meeting? 
- Excellent (> 75% of homes are in attendance) 
- Good (50% - 75% of homes are in attendance) 
- Fair (25% - 49% of homes are in attendance) 
- Poor (<25% of homes are in attendance) 
- I don’t know because I do not regularly attend the meetings myself 
 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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General Questions about You 
 
23) What is your gender?  
-Male -Female 
 
24) How old are you? 
- under 25 -26 to 40 -41 to 55 -56 to 70 -over 70 
 
25) What ethnicity are you? 
-White 
- Black or African American 
- Hispanic 
- Asian 
- Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 
- American Indian or Alaskan Native 
- Other 
- Do not wish to answer 
 
26) What is your level of annual household income? 
 - Under $35,000 
 - $35,000 - $49,999 
 - $50,000 - $74,999 
 - $75,000 - $99,999 
 - $100,000 - $139,999 
 - $140,000 - $179,999 
 - More than $180,000 
 
27) Are you;        __single / widowed        __divorced        __married / partnered  
 
 
28) Do you currently have children living in your home at least part of the time? 
- Yes (If so, how many ___ ) 
- No 
 
29) How long have you been a resident of this sub-division? 
- less than 6 months 
- 6 months to 1 year 
- 1 year to 2 years 
- 2 years to 3 years 
- 3 years to 4 years 
- 4 years to 5 years 
- more than 5 years 
 
30) Do you currently rent or own the home in this sub-division? 
- Own 
- Rent 
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Appendix B: Letter of Consent for Semi-structured Interview 
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Hello, my name is Scott Nonnemaker. I am a graduate student in the Department of 
Geography at the University of South Florida. I am conducting research on the various 
reasons that individuals & families choose to move to gated communities, as well as the 
various perceptions and opinions that residents have of their respective community. I 
would like to ask you some questions regarding your motivations for choosing to live in a 
gated community. 
 
Privacy Statement: 
 
All of your responses will be kept completely confidential. I will not use your name in 
connection with any of the information that you provide me regarding this research 
project. The study is not funded by any company or corporation, and I am not trying to 
sell you anything.  
 
Your Personal Rights: 
 
• You may stop the interview at any time, or decide that certain parts of the 
interview should remain “off the record”. 
• It is your decision whether or not you wish to participate in this study 
• You will not be negatively viewed if you decide to not participate in the study. 
• No personal judgments will be made based on the answers you provide in the 
study. 
 
Consent Statement: 
 
I understand that that this is a research study to identify the various reasons that 
individuals and families choose to live in gated communities, as well as an investigation 
into the various life experiences, opinions, and attitudes residents have regarding their 
respective gated community. I have had an opportunity to ask any questions with regards 
to this study or the interview process in general, and all of my questions have been 
adequately answered for me. I have read the information in this consent form, and I agree 
to participate in this study. I understand that upon signing this consent form, I will 
receive a copy for my own personal files.  
 
If you have any additional questions at any time or would like more information, please 
contact Dr. M. Martin Bosman in the Department of Geography at the University of 
South Florida at 813-974-4770 or mbosman@cas.usf.edu.  
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Appendix C: Semi-Structured Interview Guide Questions 
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General Opening Questions: 
 
1) How long have you lived in this sub-division? 
 
2) Have you ever lived in a gated community before? 
 
 
Questions about choosing to move into this community: 
  
Ask to look at the ranked list he/she completed earlier 
 
3) What aspects of your sub-division attracted you the most? 
 
4) What aspects of your sub-division were most aggressively marketed to you by the real 
estate agents who sold you the home? (Nature, security, amenities, etc.) 
 
5) In your opinion, has the reality of the sub-division met your expectations when you 
decided to live there? 
 
6) What emotions do you feel when you enter your sub-division? Do you feel a sense of 
serenity (nature), tourism (resort)? 
 
7) What do you think the main reason was for placing secondary gates on select 
neighborhoods in your sub-division? 
 
8) Do you think that builders/developers are marketing more than houses to today’s 
homebuyers? Lifestyles? 
 
 
Questions about security: 
 
9) Overall, do you feel safe in your community?  
 
10) Does the presence of a gate and a trained guard make you feel safer than if your 
community was accessible to anyone? An unmanned gate with an electronic keypad?  
 
11) (If the informant has children) Does the presence of a secured main entrance make you 
feel less apprehensive about letting your children play outside unsupervised than if you 
lived in an ungated neighborhood? 
 
12) Why do individuals moving into gated communities appear to have such a fear of 
crime? (included in second half of interview only) 
 
13) Do you agree/disagree with the following statements:  
a) The constant sight of gates, video surveillance, and other security 
devices actually facilitates heightened feelings of fear and insecurity 
resulting in the need for even more security measures to feel safe?  
b) The proliferation of gated communities are producing future 
generations of Americans who only feel safe living behind a gate? 
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Questions about Community Interaction: 
 
14) Would you say that you are a socially active member of the community?  
 
15) What word best describes your relationship with your neighbors? (Cohabitation) 
(Community) What about the sub-division as a whole? 
 
16) What types of social functions do residents in this community regularly engage in? 
 
17) Do you think the presence of common areas and state-of-the-art amenities within the sub-
division help facilitate greater community interaction? 
 
18) In your opinion, is there a greater sense of community and neighborhood interaction in 
this sub-division than there was in previous neighborhoods you lived in?  
 
19) Do you think that this heightened level of community interaction is localized to particular 
neighborhoods within your sub-division, or do you think that community interaction 
transcends different neighborhoods to include neighbors from all over the sub-division? 
 
20) Even though you all are members of the same sub-division, do you ever feel like there is 
a level of hierarchy or polarization between those individuals who live in privately gated 
neighborhoods and those who live in ungated neighborhoods? 
 
21) Is there anything truly unique about your subdivision?  
 
22) In your opinion, is Hunter’s Green a racially diverse community? 
 
Questions about Property Values and Private Governance: 
 
23) Do you think deed restrictions are successful in protecting property values?  
 
24) Do you associate higher property values with gated communities? 
 
25) Do you ever find your homeowners association or any of their rules to be irritating or 
intrusive of your personal freedoms?  
 
26) What benefits do you think there are in living in a sub-division that has a Community 
Development District? A Homeowners Association? 
 
27) Do you feel that you have a greater voice in the running of a private government than you 
do in a traditional government structure? 
 
Concluding Questions: 
 
26) Why do you think that gated communities have become so popular in Tampa over the last 
twenty years? What do you think are the driving forces behind these communities? 
 
27) What is the one thing you like most about living in this sub-division? 
 
28) What is the one thing you like least about living in this sub-division? 
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29) If you could make one improvement, either structural or social, to your respective 
community; what would it be? 
30) What issues/topics, if any, do you think are important which I may not have fully 
investigated in this interview? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 160 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix D: Coding Sheet for Collected Survey Data (by question #) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 161 
 
 
 
 
* All missing data were coded “99” to flag for omission prior to statistical analysis  
Question # Raw Data Coded Value Notes 
1 a) 1 1 
  2 2 
  3 3 
  4 4 
  5 5 
  6 6 
  7 7 
  8 8 
  9 9 
  10 10  
1 b) 1 1 
  2 2 
  3 3 
  4 4 
  5 5 
  6 6 
  7 7 
  8 8 
  9 9 
  10 10  
1 c) 1 1 
  2 2 
  3 3 
  4 4 
  5 5 
  6 6 
  7 7 
  8 8 
  9 9 
  10 10  
1 d) 1 1 
  2 2 
  3 3 
  4 4 
  5 5 
  6 6 
  7 7 
  8 8 
  9 9 
  10 10  
1 e) 1 1 
  2 2 
  3 3 
  4 4 
  5 5 
  6 6 
  7 7 
  8 8 
  9 9 
  10 10  
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Question # Raw Data Coded Value Notes 
1 f) 1 1 
  2 2 
  3 3 
  4 4 
  5 5 
  6 6 
  7 7 
  8 8 
  9 9 
  10 10  
1 g) 1 1 
  2 2 
  3 3 
  4 4 
  5 5 
  6 6 
  7 7 
  8 8 
  9 9 
  10 10  
2 Yes 1 
  No 0 
  Not Sure 55 
“Not Sure” was coded 55 for 
observational purposes only, and was not 
included in any statistical analysis. 
3 Yes 1 
  No 0 
  
  
4 Yes 1 
  No 0 
"How often" was not coded and was 
recorded for qualitative purposes only. 
  
5 1 1 
  2 2 
  3 3 
  4 4 
  5 5 
  6 6 
  7 7 
  8 8 
  9 9 
  10 10  
6 N/A N/A 
Open-ended question (no coding 
necessary). 
7 N/A N/A 
Open-ended question (no coding 
necessary). 
8 a) 1 1 
  2 2 
  3 3 
  4 4 
  5 5 
  6 6 
  7 7 
  8 8 
  9 9 
  10 10  
8 b) 1 1 
  2 2 
  3 3 
  4 4 
  5 5 
  6 6 
  7 7 
  8 8 
  9 9 
  10 10  
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Question # Raw Data Coded Value Notes 
8 c) 1 1 
  2 2 
  3 3 
  4 4 
  5 5 
  6 6 
  7 7 
  8 8 
  9 9 
  10 10  
8 d) 1 1 
  2 2 
  3 3 
  4 4 
  5 5 
  6 6 
  7 7 
  8 8 
  9 9 
  10 10  
9 Yes 1 
  No 0 
  
  
10 Yes 1 
  No 0 
  
  
11 N/A N/A 
Open-ended question (no coding 
necessary). 
12 Yes 1 
  No 0 
  
  
13 1 1 
  2 2 
  3 3 
  4 4 
  5 5 
  6 6 
  7 7 
  8 8 
  9 9 
  10 10  
14 More 3 
  Same 2 
  Less 1 
  
A number of informants added the category 
"same" on their own. Therefore this 
category was added to accommodate their 
voices. 
  
15 Yes 1 
  No 0 
  I don't know 55 
“I don’t know” was 55 coded for 
observational purposes only, and was not 
included in any statistical analysis. 
16 At least once a day 5 
  Once a week 4 
  Once a month 3 
  Once every few months 2 
  Less that every few months 1 
  
  
  
  
  
17 This amenity doesn't exist… 0 
  At least once a day 5 
  At least 3 times a week 4 
  At least once a week 3 
  At least once a month 2 
  Less than once a month 1 
  
  
  
  
  
  
18 N/A N/A 
Open-ended question (no coding 
necessary). 
19 Yes 1 
  No 0 
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Question # Raw Data Coded Value Notes 
20 I regularly attend every meeting 4 
  I attend once in a while 3 
  
I only attend when discussing an 
important issue 2 
  I never attend a meeting 1  
21 a) 1 1 
  2 2 
  3 3 
  4 4 
  5 5 
  6 6 
  7 7 
  8 8 
  9 9 
  10 10  
21 b) 1 1 
  2 2 
  3 3 
  4 4 
  5 5 
  6 6 
  7 7 
  8 8 
  9 9 
  10 10  
21 c) 1 1 
  2 2 
  3 3 
  4 4 
  5 5 
  6 6 
  7 7 
  8 8 
  9 9 
  10 10  
21 d) 1 1 
  2 2 
  3 3 
  4 4 
  5 5 
  6 6 
  7 7 
  8 8 
  9 9 
  10 10   
22 Excellent 4 
  Good 3 
  Fair 2 
  Poor 1 
  I don't know 55 
  
  
 
“I don’t know” was coded 55 for 
observational purposes only, and was not 
included in any statistical analysis. 
23 Male 1 
  Female 2 
  
  
24 Under 25 1 
  26-40 1 
  41-55 2 
  56-70 2 
  over 70 3 
 
This data was coded to separate young-aged 
individuals (age 40 and younger), middle-
aged individuals (age 41-70), and elderly-
aged individuals (older than 70). 
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Question # Raw Data Coded Value Notes 
25 White 1 
  
Black or African American 2 
  
Hispanic 2 
  
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander 2 
  
Asian 2 
  
American Indian or Alaskan Native 2 
  
Other 2 
  
I do not wish to answer 55 
Since the racial/ethnic makeup in the three 
gated communities within the study was 
highly skewed towards Caucasian 
individuals, this data was coded to separate 
white individuals and non-white individuals 
(any other race/ethnicity) to allow for more 
meaningful statistical analysis. 
 
“I do not wish to answer” was coded 55 for 
observational purposes only, and was not 
included in any statistical analysis. 
26 Under $25,000 1 
  
$25,000 - $49,999 1 
  
$50,000 - $74,999 1 
  
$75,000 - $99,999 2 
  
$100,000 - $124,999 2 
  
$125,000 - 149,999 2 
  
$150,000 - $174,999 3 
  
More than $175,000 3 
This data was coded to separate low-income 
individuals ($74,999 or less), middle-
income earners ($75,000 - $149,999), and 
high-income earners ($150,000 or more). 
27 single / widowed / divorced 1 
  
married / partnered 2 
  
  
28 Yes 1 
  
No 0 
"How many" was not coded and was 
recorded for qualitative purposes only. 
29 less than 6 months 1 
  
6 months to 1 year 1 
  
1 year to 2 years 1 
  
2 years to 3 years 2 
  
3 years to 4 years 2 
  
4 years to 5 years 2 
  
more than 5 years 3 
This data was coded to separate short-
length residents (2 years or less), medium-
length residents (2 years to 5 years), and 
long-term residents (5 years or longer). 
  
  
  
  
  
  
30 Own 1 
  
Rent 55 
“Rent” was coded 55 for observational 
purposes only to exclude anyone who 
checked this response from the study 
(renting the home was part of the study's 
exclusion criteria from participation). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
